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The heat equation with time-correlated random potential in d = 2:

Edwards-Wilkinson fluctuations

Sotirios Kotitsas∗

Abstract

We consider the stochastic PDE:

∂tu(t, x) =
1

2
∆u(t, x) + βu(t, x)V (t, x),

in dimension d = 2, where the potential V is the space and time mollification of the two-
dimensional space-time white noise. We show that after renormalizing, the fluctuations of the
solution converge to the Edwards-Wilkinson limit with an explicit effective variance and constant
effective diffusivity. Our main tool is a Markov chain on the space of paths which we use to
establish an extension of the Kallianpur-Robbins law [KR53] to a specific regenerative process.

Keywords. critical SPDEs, stochastic heat equation, Edwards-Wilkinson limit, Kallianpur-
Robbins theorem, regenerative processes.

Contents

1 Introduction 2

1.1 Comments and related results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.2 Future Directions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
1.3 Idea of the proof and outline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
1.4 Notation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

2 Proof of Theorem 1.1 13

3 The Markov Chain on Ω1 17

3.1 The construction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17
3.2 The coupling in d = 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
3.3 The Mixing property . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
3.4 Intersections of independent paths . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

4 Proof of Proposition 1.4 35

A Estimates on the Total Path Increments 45

B Kallianpur-Robbins Estimates 50

C The normalization constant ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

55

∗Email:Sotirios.Kotitsas@warwick.ac.uk, University of Warwick, UK

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.01519v1
mailto:Sotirios.Kotitsas@warwick.ac.uk


1 Introduction

We are interested in the following stochastic heat equation in dimension d = 2:

∂tu(t, x) =
1

2
∆u(t, x) + βu(t, x)V (t, x), u(0, x) = 1, (1.1)

where

V (t, x) :=

∫

R1+2

φ(t− s)ψ(x− y)dξ(s, y). (1.2)

Here ξ is the space-time white noise on R × R
2 over a probability space (Ω,F ,P), and φ : R →

R, ψ : R2 → R are positive smooth functions. We assume that φ is supported on [0, 1] and that ψ
is symmetric and is supported on |x| ≤ 1/2. The coupling constant β is tuning the strength of the
random potential V .

The potential V is Gaussian and stationary. We denote by R its correlation function:

R(s, y) := E

[

V (s, y)V (0, 0)

]

= φ ⋆ φ̃(s) ψ ⋆ ψ(y),

where ⋆ denotes the convolution of two functions, E is the expectation with respect to the white
noise ξ and φ̃(s) = φ(−s). The function R is compactly supported and R(s, ·) = 0 for |s| ≥ 1.

Our goal is to understand the large space-time behavior of the solution to (1.1) i.e. the behavior
of the random variable uǫ(t, x) = u( t

ǫ2
, xǫ ), as ǫ → 0. More specifically, we aim to understand the

fluctuations of uǫ(t, x) as a distribution: For g ∈ C∞
c (R2) we aim to find the limiting law as ǫ→ 0

of
∫

R2

uǫ(t, x)g(x)dx,

after centering and re-scaling.
Similar problems have been considered before (see the next subsection for more details). In

[GRZ18] the authors considered the same problem in d ≥ 3. They proved that the limiting law
in this case is Gaussian with mean 0 and with an explicit variance. More specifically, they proved
that the limiting law is given by

∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx,

where U solves the additive stochastic heat equation with an effective diffusivity aeff (β) ∈ R
2×2

(= the space of 2 × 2 matrices with real coefficients) and effective variance veff (β) > 0:

∂tU =
1

2
∇aeff (β)∇U + βveff (β)ξ, U(0, x) = 0. (1.3)

The additive stochastic heat equation is sometimes called the Edwards-Wilkinson equation.
Here we extend the Edwards-Wilkinson limit for the equation (1.1) to dimension d = 2. The

important difference is that d = 2 is the critical dimension (see below for more details). For this
reason, we also tune the coupling constant β to go 0 as ǫ → 0. More specifically, we consider the
following equation:

∂tu(t, x) =
1

2
∆u(t, x) +

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
u(t, x)V (t, x), u(0, x) = 1. (1.4)

Set:

uǫ(t, x) := u(
t

ǫ2
,
x

ǫ
),

where u solves (1.4). Our main result is the following:
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Theorem 1.1. Let g ∈ Cc(R
2) and:

β̂c(R) =
√

2π/||R||1,

where ||R||1 =
∫

R1+2 R(s, y)dyds. There exists ζ(ǫ) : R>0 → R>0 such that ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

→ +∞ as ǫ → 0,

and such that for all β̂ < β̂c(R)

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2uǫ(t, x)g(x)dx →
∫

R2

g(x)dx,

in probability as ǫ→ 0. Moreover,

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx ⇒
∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx (1.5)

in distribution, where U solves the additive heat equation (1.3) with effective variance veff (β̂) > 0
given by the formula:

veff (β̂)2 =

(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

· ||R||21, (1.6)

and with trivial effective diffusivity aeff (β̂) = I2×2, where I2×2 is the 2 by 2 identity matrix.

The choice of flat initial data is for simplicity and our results can be generalized to more general
initial conditions by using similar arguments.

The (first-order) asymptotics of ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

, as ǫ→ 0, are:

ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

= (C1 + o(1))
t

ǫ2 log ǫ−1
+ o(1),

where C1 is an explicit constant and o(1) indicates a function of ǫ that goes to 0 as ǫ → 0 (see
Appendix C).

1.1 Comments and related results

Equation (1.1) is a regularization of the multiplicative stochastic heat equation (mSHE), formally
written as

∂tu(t, x) =
1

2
∆u(t, x) + βu(t, x)ξ(t, x),

where x ∈ R
d, and ξ(t, x) is the space-time white noise i.e. a mean zero Gaussian distribution with

covariance
E[ξ(s, y)ξ(t, x)] = δ(s − t)δ(x− y),

where δ is the Dirac delta function. Again, β > 0 is the coupling constant. This equation has
a long history and is related to the KPZ equation (via the Cole-Hopf transform) and to directed
polymers (via the Feynman-Kac formula). In dimension 1 we can give a direct meaning to this
equation, by using the notions of the Ito-Walsh integral and the mild solution (see for example
[Dal+08]). However, the noise ξ becomes increasingly irregular as the dimension increases and this
theory does not work when d ≥ 2. In particular, the product u(t, x)ξ(t, x) does not make sense in
d ≥ 2.
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The mSHE is a singular SPDE, a term usually reserved for SPDEs that do not make direct sense,
usually due to some non-linearity in the equation, and we have to interpret them in a specific way.
This class contains many interesting equations from mathematical physics like the KPZ equation,
the Φ4−model, the Allen-Cahn equation, and the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations. Making direct
sense of these equations is a challenging mathematical problem.

Some progress in studying these types of equations has been made in recent years most famously
with the theories of regularity structures [Hai13],[Hai14], paracontrolled distributions [GP16] and
renormalization group [Kup14; Duc22]. These theories focus on sub-critical singular SPDEs, which,
loosely speaking, are those SPDEs that in small scales the cause of the problem (e.g. the non-
linearity) is formally small, and the equation should behave as a nicer SPDE (see [CW17] for this
semi-formal definition). The property of being sub-critical usually depends on the dimension of the
underlying space and the specific form of the equation. For example, mSHE is sub-critical in d = 1,
critical for d = 2, and supercritical for d ≥ 3. Indeed if we take uλ(t, x) = u(λ2t, λx), where u
formally solves the mSHE, by the scaling properties of the space-time white noise uλ(t, x) is equal
in distribution to the solution of

∂tu(t, x) =
1

2
∆u(t, x) + λ

2−d
2 βu(t, x)ξ(t, x).

which demonstrates exactly this principle as λ→ 0.
For d ≥ 2 the usual way to make sense of this equation is by regularizing the noise and studying

the corresponding solution as we remove the regularization. For example, we can mollify the noise
in space by an approximation of the identity. We define

ξǫ(t, x) = ψǫ ⋆
′ ξ(t, x)

where ⋆′ denotes convolution in space, ψ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) and ψǫ(x) = ǫ−dψ(x/ǫ). We then consider

the corresponding solution uǫ with initial data equal1 to 1. This solution now exists (again see
[Dal+08]) for every ǫ > 0. The interest now is the various limits of this random variable as ǫ→ 0.

In general, as ǫ → 0, we also need to tune the coupling constant to get nontrivial limits. More
specifically we need to take βǫ = β̂ · ǫ(d−2)/2. With this choice uǫ(t, x) is equal in distribution to
u( t

ǫ2 ,
x
ǫ ) where u solves (1.1) with β = β̂ and V white in time (i.e. φ = δ).

In d = 1 the solution uǫ converges in L2 to the mSHE without mollification, which is well
defined. In higher dimensions the situation is different. For d ≥ 3 it has been shown that there
is a phase transition in β̂ (see for example where, for β̂ under a specific threshold β̂c (called the
weak disorder regime), the solution uǫ(t, x) has a nontrivial positive limit in distribution for every
(t, x). For β̂ ≥ β̂c the solution converges to zero. There is even a smaller regime β̂ < β̂L2 ,
called the L2 regime, where the solution uǫ(t, x) has a finite second moment as ǫ → 0. In d = 2
we need to introduce a further modification to the equation by tuning the coupling constant as
βǫ = β̂/

√

log ǫ−1. In that case, a similar phase transition has been identified (see [CSZ17]) where
the solution uǫ(t, x), for fixed (t, x), converges in distribution to a nontrivial limit2 for β̂ below a
critical value (called the subcritical regime) and to zero otherwise. It should be noted that these
critical values β̂c depend on the mollifier that we used. For example, in d = 2, β̂c =

√
2π/||ψ||1.

The solution uǫ can be studied as a random distribution, in particular after we test it against
a test function. In this case, the works [CSZ17] for d = 2 and [GL19], [LZ22], [CNN22] for
d ≥ 3, showed that we have a limit theorem and Gaussian fluctuations in the subcritical/L2 regime

1This is just for simplicity.
2In particular to a log-normal random variable.
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respectively. Regarding the fluctuations, it was proved that we fall into the Edwards-Wilkinson
universality class. This means that

β̂

βǫ

∫

R2

(uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx

converges in distribution to
∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx,

where U(t, x) solves equation (1.3). In both cases, d = 2 or d ≥ 3, the effective diffusivity is trivial,
aeff = I2×2. For d ≥ 3 we point out that the Edwards-Wilkinson limit has been proved in the full

L2 regime in [LZ22], [CNN22] while in [GL19] it was proved for β̂ small enough.
The regularization we study here is via mollification of the noise in both space and time. We

focus on studying the large-scale behavior of the solution with the noise regularized at a fixed scale.
The added difficulty to this approach is that, since we do not use the Ito-Walsh integral, we destroy
the martingale structure of the solution and create time correlations that add up exponentially. This
is the reason for the exponential correction term appearing in the limit law in Theorem 1.1 (which
appears d ≥ 3 as well). This term appears because the mean of uǫ(t, x) blows up exponentially as

ǫ→ 0 and the term e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 is introduced exactly so that the mean remains bounded as ǫ→ 0.
This regularization has been studied in other dimensions as well. In [GT19] the authors study

the mSHE with space-time mollification has been done in d = 1, and show that the corresponding
solution converges to the solution of the mSHE without mollification in every Lp space. There is
also the more general result of [HP14] where the authors show that solutions of a general class of
SPDEs with space-time mollification converge to the corresponding SPDEs without mollification
after renormalization.

In d ≥ 3 the authors of [GRZ18] were able to prove the Edwards-Wilkinson limit as described
above. The interesting aspect of this result is that they get an added effective diffusivity term
i.e. aeff 6= Id×d. Moreover, in [Dun+21] the authors were able to study the pointwise statistics
of the solution and express the effective diffusivity and effective variance in terms of objects from
stochastic homogenization theory. We should note that the result of [GRZ18] was proved for β̂
being sufficiently small.

In d = 2 there are no results, to our knowledge, that treat the mSHE with space-time mollifi-
cation either at the level of the pointwise statistics or at the level of local fluctuations (i.e. after
we test against a test function). In analogy with the case where we use only mollification in space,
we scale the coupling constant as β = β̂/

√

log ǫ−1. Again, we expect that there is a subcritical
regime. This is suggested by Theorem 1.1 since for all β̂ < β̂c(R) we have a nontrivial Central
Limit Theorem (CLT) and the effective variance that we get blows up at β̂ = β̂c(R). Given this
observation, we can prove Theorem 1.1 in the optimal range of β̂.

We should also note that unlike in d ≥ 3, we get a ”trivial” effective diffusivity for the Edwards-
Wilkinson limit. The reason for this becomes apparent from the proof. Loosely speaking, the
effective diffusivity in [GRZ18] is the second moment of the total path increment of a path with
law absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure. More specifically, its law is an
exponentially tilted measure with the Wiener measure as the reference measure. These paths
appear due to the Feynman-Kac formula and the exponential tilting is due to time mollification
(see below for more details). It so happens that the exponential tilting depends on the coupling
constant βǫ = β̂/

√

log ǫ−1. As ǫ → 0 the tilting disappears making the total path increment look
like the total path increment of a Brownian motion, which gives us the trivial effective diffusivity.
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Finally, we should compare Theorem 1.1 with its analog in d = 2 when we use space molli-
fication. In the latter case, let uψ solve the mSHE with only space mollification, using ψ as the

mollifier, with coupling constant βǫ = β̂/
√

log ǫ−1. From [CSZ17], the effective variance of the
Edwards-Wilkinson limit is:

V2
eff (β̂) =

(

1 − β̂2||ψ||21
2π

)−1

||ψ||21.

If we additionally mollify time using φ, as in (1.2), then Theorem 1.1 gives an effective variance:

v2eff (β̂) =

(

1 − β̂2||ψ||21||φ||21
2π

)−1

· ||ψ||21||φ||21.

This shows that, when φ is a probability density

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx

converges to the same limit as
√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

(uψ(t/ǫ2, x/ǫ) −E[uψ(t/ǫ2, x/ǫ)])g(x)dx.

Observe that this does not happen in d ≥ 3. Indeed, in d ≥ 3 when V is white in time the
Edwards-Wilkinson limit has effective diffusivity aeff = Id×d, while when V is correlated in time,
aeff 6= Id×d.

1.2 Future Directions

The mSHE is related to the KPZ equation via the Cole-Hopf transform. If u(t, x) solves (1.4) then

h(t, x) := log u(t, x)

solves the equation

∂th(t, x) =
1

2
∆h(t, x) + |∇h(t, x)|2 +

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
V (t, x), h(0, x) = 0.

In [CSZ20] it is proved that when V is white in time the random variable h(t/ǫ2, x/ǫ) converges
in distribution to a Gaussian random variable for all β̂ in the subcritical regime. Moreover, the
fluctuations converge to the Edwards-Wilkinson limit. This is also proved in [Gu18] for small
enough β̂. It is interesting to try to combine our methods with the methods of [CSZ20] and of
[Gu18] to prove that when V is as in (1.2), h(t/ǫ2, x/ǫ) is asymptotically Gaussian, with fluctuations
in the Edwards-Wilkinson class.

Finally, we mention that in d = 2 with V white in time and at the critical point, the mSHE
has an interesting and nontrivial behavior. Loosely speaking, when β̂ = β̂c and for g ∈ Cc(R

2) the
random variable

∫

R2

uǫ(t, x)g(x)dx (1.7)

converges in distribution as ǫ → 0 [CSZ21]. The limiting object is called the critical 2d Stochastic
Heat Flow. The moments of the critical 2d Stochastic Heat Flow admit explicit expressions [GQT21]
and it is known that it is not a Gaussian multiplicative chaos [CSZ23]. Theorem 1.1 indicates
that a critical point β̂c exists when V is correlated in time. Therefore, it is interesting to consider
(1.4) with V as in (1.2) at the critical point and establish convergence in distribution for (1.7). If
this is possible it is also interesting to compare this limiting object with the critical Stochastic Heat
Flow obtained when V is white in time.
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1.3 Idea of the proof and outline

We use methods and arguments inspired from [GRZ18] to prove Theorem 1.1. More specifically,
for any g ∈ Cc(R

2), we need with two formulas from [GRZ18] for the random variable:

∫

R2

(uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx. (1.8)

These formulas are proved in [GRZ18] for d ≥ 3 and their proof carries exactly in the case d = 2.
We start with the Feynman-Kac representation of u(t, x). Since V (t, x) is a (random) smooth
function we have

u(t, x) = EB

[

exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1

∫ t

0
V (t− s, x+Bs)ds

)]

, (1.9)

where EB is the expectation with respect to Brownian motion starting at 0, independent from the
noise. Because of the time correlations induced by the time mollification, the usual martingale
structure of the solution is destroyed. In practice, this is what induces the exponential tilting of
the Wiener measure. More precisely, on the space:

ΩT = {ω ∈ C([0, T ]) | ω(0) = 0}

equipped with the usual Borel σ−algebra, we define the following probability measure:

dP̂
(ǫ)
T (B) := exp

(

β̂2

2 log ǫ−1

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu− ζ

(ǫ)
T

)

WT (dB), (1.10)

where WT (dB) is the usual Wiener measure on ΩT and ζ
(ǫ)
T is the normalization constant:

ζ
(ǫ)
T := log

∫

ΩT

exp

(

β̂2

2 log ǫ−1

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu

)

WT (dB). (1.11)

We denote by ÊB,T the corresponding expectation. This exponential tilting already appears at the
level of the moments of u(t, x), as the next calculation shows:

Proposition 1.1. If R is the correlation function of V then, for every n ∈ N, we have:

e−nζ
(ǫ)
t E[u(t, x)n] = ÊB1,...,Bn;t

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∑

1≤i<j≤n

∫

[0,t]2
R(s− u,Bi(s) −Bj(u))dsdu

)]

,

where ÊB1,...,Bn;t denotes the expectation under n independent paths sampled from the exponentially

tilted measure P̂
(ǫ)
t .

Proof. For simplicity, we prove this for n = 2. The general formula is proved similarly. By plugging
into (1.9) the definition of V , (1.2), we get:

u(t, x) = EB

[

exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1

∫ t

0

∫

R

∫

R2

φ(t− s− s1)ψ(x +B(s) − x1)dξ(s1, x1)

)]

.

Now we define:

Φt,x,B(s1, x1) :=

∫ t

0
φ(t− s− s1)ψ(x +B(s) − x1)ds, (1.12)
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Mt,x,B(∞) :=

∫

R1+2

Φt,x,B(s1, x1)dξ(s1, x1). (1.13)

For every Brownian path B, Mt,x,B(∞) is a mean Gaussian random variable with second moment
equal to

∫

R1+2

Φt,x,B(s1, x1)2ds1dx1 =

∫

[0,t]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu. (1.14)

With this notation, we can write

u(t, x) = EB

[

exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
Mt,x,B(∞)

)]

.

From (1.11) and (1.14)

E[u(t, x)] = exp(ζ
(ǫ)
t ).

For the second moment, we have

E[u(t, x)2] = EB1EB2

[

E

[

exp

(

β
√

log ǫ−1
(Mt,x,B1(∞) +Mt,x,B2(∞))

)]]

,

which is equal to

EB1EB2

[

exp

(

β̂2

2 log ǫ−1
(E[Mt,x,B1(∞)] + E[Mt,x,B2(∞)] + 2E[Mt,x,B1(∞)Mt,x,B2(∞)])

)]

, (1.15)

where 〈Mt,x,B1 ,Mt,x,B2〉(∞) is the limit as r → ∞ of the quadratic covariation 〈Mt,x,B1 ,Mt,x,B2〉(r)
of the martingales Mt,x,B1 and Mt,x,B2 . A straightforward calculation shows that

E[Mt,x,B1(∞)Mt,x,B2(∞)] =

∫

[0,t]2
R(s− u,B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu.

Plugging this in (1.15) we get

e−2ζ
(ǫ)
t E[u(t, x)2] = ÊB1,B2;t

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,t]2
R(s− u,B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu

)]

.

The above calculation indicates that e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 is the correct exponential correction needed to keep
E[uǫ(t, x)] bounded. Indeed, for all ǫ > 0,

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2E[uǫ(t, x)] = 1. (1.16)

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is split into two steps. The first step is to find the limiting variance of:

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx. (1.17)

Observe that the convergence of the variance of (1.17) proves that
∫

R2 e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2uǫ(t, x)g(x)dx →
∫

R2 g(x)dx in P-probability as ǫ→ 0.
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The second step is using mixing arguments to prove the central limit theorem (1.5). These
arguments allow us to approximate (1.17) in L2 by a sum of independent random variables. Then
we conclude by applying Lindenberg’s CLT.

As mentioned, we need two formulas from [GRZ18]. We define

Mt,x,B(r) :=

∫ r

−∞

∫

R2

Φt,x,B(s1, x1)dξ(s1, x1). (1.18)

Observe that (Mt,x,B(r))r∈R is a square-integrable continuous martingale with quadratic variation
equal to:

〈Mt,x,B〉(r) =

∫ r

−∞

∫

R2

Φt,x,B(s1, x1)
2ds1dx1. (1.19)

The first formula we need is contained in the following proposition. The proof in d = 2 is the same
as in [GRZ18] (see Lemma 2.1 from the same paper):

Proposition 1.2. We have that:

(uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 =

β̂
√

log ǫ−1

∫ t/ǫ2

−1

∫

R2

ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y) exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
M ǫ
t,x,B(r) − β̂2

2log ǫ−1
〈M ǫ

t,x,B〉(r)
)]

dξ(r, y),

where Φǫ
t,x,B = Φt/ǫ2,x/ǫ,B and M ǫ

t,x,B = Mt/ǫ2,x/ǫ,B, with Φt,x,B and Mt,x,B defined in (1.9) and

(1.12) respectively.

This formula is proved by combining the Clark-Ocone formula3

u(t, x) −E[u(t, x)] =

∫ t

−∞

∫

R2

E[Dr,yu(t, x)|Fr]dξ(r, y),

with the Feynman-Kac formula and similar calculations as in the previous proof.
Proposition 1.2 gives us a stochastic integral representation for (1.17)

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx = β̂

∫ t/ǫ2

−1

∫

R2

Zǫt (r, y)dξ(r, y),

where:

Zǫt (r, y) :=

∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y) exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
M ǫ
t,x,B(r) − β̂2

2log ǫ−1
〈M ǫ

t,x,B〉(r)
)]

dx.

We are going to use this formula in the mixing arguments mentioned above to prove Theorem 1.1.
The mixing arguments are implemented by modifying the martingale M ǫ

t,x,B so that the stochastic
integral above can be split into a sum of independent random variables and a ’negligible’ remainder.
Then, as mentioned, Lindenberg’s CLT and the information we will get from the limiting variance
will allow us to conclude.

This stochastic integral representation of (1.17) is also useful for the calculation of its limiting
variance, which is the more complicated step. This is the content of the final formula needed from
[GRZ18]. First, we need to introduce some notation. We define:

Iǫ(x1, x2, y, s1, s2, r) :=
2
∏

i=1

g(ǫxi − ǫBi((t− r)/ǫ2 − si) + y), (1.20)

3Dr,yu(t, x) is the Malliavin derivative of u(t, x) at (r, y), see [Nua09]
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Rφ(t1, t2) :=

∫ ∞

0
φ(s− t1)φ(s − t2)ds, (1.21)

Jǫ(M1,M2) :=
β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M1

−1

∫ M2

−1
Rφ(u1, u2)ψ ⋆ ψ(x1 − x2 + ∆B1

(t−r)/ǫ2−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1

−∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2, (1.22)

where for a path B, we define ∆Bs,u = B(s) −B(u).

Proposition 1.3. For any t1 < t− ǫ2 we have the following formula:

Var

(
∫ t1/ǫ2

−∞

∫

R2

Zǫt (r, y)dξ(r, y)

)

=

∫ t

0

∫

R6

∫

[0,1]2
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe

Jǫ(r/ǫ2,r/ǫ2)]

2
∏

i=1

φ(si)ψ(xi)ds̄dx̄dydr,

(1.23)
with ds̄ = ds1ds2, dx̄ = dx1dx2.

The calculation is the same as in d ≥ 3 and involves using Ito’s isometry for the stochastic
integral appearing above and a series of changes of variables. It is done in detail in [GRZ18]
(see Lemma 2.3 in the paper). Also, a similar formula is true for a general t1 ≤ t, with some
modifications. The modifications are the following:

• The domain of s1, s2 changes to [0, (t − r)/ǫ2]2.

• The domain of u1, u2 that appear in the definition of Jǫ changes to [−(t− r)/ǫ2, r/ǫ2]2.

Since φ is supported in [0, 1], Rφ(u1, u2) is zero if either ui is less than −1. This shows that these
changes create a difference only when t− r ≤ ǫ2.

We are going to use this formula to find the limiting variance of (1.17). To do this, we analyze
the functional appearing inside the integral on the right-hand side of (1.23). In particular, we
define:

Fǫ(r, y,M1,M2) =

∫

R4

∫

[0,1]2
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe

Jǫ(M1,M2)]

2
∏

i=1

φ(si)ψ(xi)ds̄dx̄. (1.24)

We seek to find a limit for this object as well as good bounds in y so we can apply dominated
convergence and find the limit of the variance. This is done in the following proposition, which is
proved in Section 4:

Proposition 1.4. Let 0 < M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ) ≤ r be such that logMi(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0 and such that for
all ǫ small enough either M1(ǫ) = M2(ǫ) or M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0 for some c. Then for any
r ∈ (0, t), y ∈ R

2, β̂ < β̂c(R) and k > 0 we have:

|Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2)| ≤ C(1 ∧ |y|−k), (1.25)

for some constant C, depending only on k. Furthermore, as ǫ→ 0 we have:

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) → v2eff (β̂)pt−r ⋆ g(y)2,

where pt(y) = 1
2πte

−|x|2/2t, is the two dimensional heat kernel, and v2eff (β̂) as in Theorem 1.1.
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Remark 1.1. We put the condition

M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0,

for some c, only for convenience. In this case, the proof of Proposition 1.4 boils down to the
case M1(ǫ) = M2(ǫ). Indeed, if M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0 then, for all ǫ small enough, M1(ǫ)/ǫ2 ≥
M2(ǫ)/ǫ2+1. Moreover, since φ is supported on [0, 1], Rφ(u1, u2) = 0 when |u1−u2| ≥ 1. Therefore,
if M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0, from (1.22):

Jǫ(M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2)) = Jǫ(M2(ǫ)/ǫ2 + 1,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2),

for all ǫ sufficiently small. From (1.24), for all ǫ sufficiently small

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) = Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2 + 1,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2).

Using this equality, we are going to argue in Section 4 that

|Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) −Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2)| → 0,

as ǫ→ 0.

This proposition gives us the limit for the variance appearing in (1.23) for any t1 < t− ǫ2. We
will argue in Section 4 that this can be extended to the case t1 = t, thus giving us the limiting
variance. This is done in Corollary 4.1. Observe that the limiting variance is then equal to

β̂2v2eff (β̂)

∫ t

0

∫

R2

pt−r ⋆ g(y)2dydr,

which is equal to

Var

(
∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx

)

,

with U(t, x) as in Theorem 1.1.
In Section 2 we prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Proposition 1.4 and Corollary 4.1. As

mentioned, we use the mixing arguments appearing in [GRZ18]. However, their arguments can
give the CLT only in a restricted region of β̂. This is because they eventually have to verify
Lindenberg’s principle and they do this by essentially estimating the fourth moment of (1.8). This
restricts the range of β̂ since they have estimates only for the second moment. We avoid this
problem by using an argument from [CSZ20] which uses Gaussian hypercontractivity and the fact
that we are strictly inside the subcritical regime.

The rest of the paper is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 1.4. It is clear that to prove it

we have to deal with functionals of continuous paths which are distributed according to P̂
(ǫ)
T . This

is the bulk of this paper. We deal with this in a similar way as in [GRZ18] by introducing a Markov

chain on the space of continuous paths over [0, 1] and express the measure P̂
(ǫ)
T as a transition

probability of this Markov chain. The way we can guess this Markov chain is pretty simple: We

could try to build a path distributed according to P̂
(ǫ)
T by gluing together T−many smaller paths

over [0, 1] distributed according to P̂
(ǫ)
1 . However, these paths will interact under P̂

(ǫ)
T , which will

lead us to an explicit probability kernel that captures this interaction. This can be used to define

the Markov chain, thus giving us an explicit way to construct a path distributed according to P̂
(ǫ)
T

(for more details see the next section).
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In Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we study the properties of this Markov chain. This Markov chain sat-
isfies a Doeblin condition: the transition probability measure is bounded below by a small multiple
of the Wiener measure. From standard arguments, via a coupling with a sequence of Bernoulli ran-
dom variables, we have a positive probability of sampling independently from the Wiener measure
at each step of the Markov chain. This coupling gives the Markov chain a regeneration structure,
and more specifically the path built from the Markov chain is a regenerative process [Asm03]. This
leads to a random walk encoding the total path increment of the path built from the Markov chain
at a regeneration time, which plays an important role in our arguments. Moreover, the fact that
we tuned the coupling constant as:

βǫ =
β̂

√

log ǫ−1
,

leads to some simplifications when compared to the case of d ≥ 3, for example, a stronger mixing
property for the Markov chain as ǫ→ 0 (see Lemma 3.1).

The second moment calculations necessary to prove Proposition 1.4 is our main departure
from the techniques in [GRZ18]. The added difficulty in our case is perhaps best seen at the level
of the moments of uǫ(t, x). From Proposition 1.1 we have:

e
−2ζ

(ǫ)

t/ǫ2E[uǫ(t, x)2] = ÊB1,B2;t/ǫ2

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,t/ǫ2]2
R(s− u,B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu

)]

.

The formula holds true when d ≥ 3, only with β̂2/log ǫ−1 replaced by an ǫ−independent constant.

To find the limit of e
−2ζ

(ǫ)

t/ǫ2E[uǫ(t, x)2] as ǫ→ 0, we need to consider the limiting distribution of:

∫

[0,t/ǫ2]2
R(s− u, ω1(s) − ω2(u))dsdu, (1.26)

where ω1, ω2 are two independent paths built from the Markov chain introduced in Section 3.1.
In d ≥ 3 this is relatively easy to do, since (1.26) converges, as ǫ→ 0, to a random variable with

exponential moments. This is proved in [GRZ18] (Corollary 4.4 in the same paper). This result is
somewhat expected since (ǫω1

s/ǫ2)s≤t converges to a Brownian motion with an effective diffusivity

(see Proposition 4.1 in [GRZ18] for the precise statement).
In d = 2 we expect (ǫω1

s/ǫ2)s≤t to behave similarly and to converge to a Brownian motion. Since

in d = 2 the Brownian motion is recurrent (1.26) diverges almost surely as ǫ → 0. This is the
reason for the logarithmic dependence of the coupling constant β. Indeed, in Section 3.4, we will
prove that:

1

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,t/ǫ2]2
R(s− u, ω1(s) − ω2(u))dsdu (1.27)

converges in distribution to a multiple of an exponential random variable of rate 1.
If R does not depend on time, and ω1, ω2 are independent Brownian motions, then this result

is the Kallianpur-Robbins law for the Brownian motion [KR53]. Therefore, we can think of the
result of Section 3.4 as a ’non-directed’ version of the Kallianpur-Robbins law for the regenerative
process (ω1, ω2). Naturally, to prove this, we use the regenerative structure of the process. This
means that the process can be split into paths of random length called cycles, such that the cycles
are independent and identically distributed. We exploit this structure to analyze the additive
functional (1.27), by splitting the functional as a sum over the cycles and then averaging over
the law of the cycles. This will give us an additive functional of the total path increments. As
mentioned, the total path increment is a random walk in R

2. Then, to properly analyze this additive
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functional of the total path increments, we will prove a ’non-directed’ version of a result in [KR54]
(the discrete version of the Kallianpur-Robbins law) (see Lemma B.1).

In Section 4, we prove Proposition 1.4 by exploiting the mixing property of the Markov chain
and the information we got in Section 3.4 for the limiting distribution of (1.27). The arguments
we use here allow us to prove Proposition 1.4 in the full subcritical regime:

β̂ < β̂c(R).

As mentioned, this regime is optimal since the effective variance is infinite for β̂ ≥ β̂c(R). We can
get an explicit form for the effective variance and the corresponding critical value because we know
the limiting distribution of the additive functionals appearing in our calculations.

Finally, there are three appendices presenting respectively, some lemmas concerning the to-
tal path increments, the ’non-directed’ version of the ’discrete’ Kallianpur-Robbins law that was

mentioned before, and a result giving us the (first order) asymptotics of ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

.

1.4 Notation

• For µ a probability measure on a measurable space we write X ∼ µ when any random variable,
defined over any probability space, has law equal to µ. We write Eµ for the expectation with
respect to µ. Abusing notation, we will write EX for the expectation with respect to the law
of X again defined over any probability space. Finally, µ1 × µ2 denotes the product measure
of µ1 and µ2.

• Geo(γ) denotes the geometric distribution with parameter γ and WT the Wiener measure on
C([0, T ]).

• For t ∈ R we write [t] ∈ Z for the integer part of t.

• We use the notation x . y to mean x ≤ C · y for some constant C, irrelevant to the current
argument. We also use the big-O notation to mean the same thing: x = O(y) means x . y.
Similarly, we say that xǫ = o(yǫ) as ǫ→ 0 if xǫ/yǫ → 0 as ǫ→ 0. Finally, we write xǫ ∼ yǫ to
indicate that xǫ/yǫ → 1 as ǫ→ 0 and we say that xǫ is asymptotic to yǫ.

• We use bold symbols to emphasize that the symbol is a vector. For two vectors y,x ∈ R
d we

denote by y∗ the transpose of y and by x · y = x∗y their inner product. Finally, we denote
by |x| the standard Euclidean norm of x.

2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Proposition 1.4 and Corollary 4.1. From the
latter, we get that the variance of

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx

converges to a real number as ǫ → 0. This observation, when combined with (1.16) and the Markov
inequality, proves that

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2uǫ(t, x)g(x)dx →
∫

R2

g(x)dx,

in P-probability, as ǫ→ 0.
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To prove the central limit theorem in Theorem 1.1 recall that from Proposition 1.2, we
have:

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx = β̂

∫ t/ǫ2

−1

∫

R2

Zǫt (r, y)dξ(r, y),

where:

Zǫt (r, y) :=

∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y) exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
M ǫ
t,x,B(r) − β̂2

2log ǫ−1
〈M ǫ

t,x,B〉(r)
)]

dx. (2.1)

We will split [−1, t/ǫ2] into ’short’ and ’long’ intervals and then modify the martingale M ǫ
t,x,B(r)

over the long intervals. This will be done so that the contributions from the short intervals are
negligible and the contributions over the long intervals are independent. Then, Proposition 1.4

and Lindenberg’s criterion, will give the full central limit theorem.
More specifically, for 0 < a < λ < 2, we split [−1, t/ǫ2] into successive intervals of length ǫ−a

(the short intervals) and of length ǫ−λ (the long intervals):

[−1, t/ǫ2] = [−1, ǫ−a] ∪ (ǫ−a, ǫ−a + ǫ−λ] ∪ ... ∪ (tǫ, t/ǫ
2],

where t/ǫ2 − tǫ = O(ǫ−λ). For technical reasons we have to choose a and λ to depend on ǫ. We
choose

a = 2 − log log ǫ−1/ log ǫ−1 and λ = 2 − log log ǫ−1/2 log ǫ−1.

We denote by (Ia,j) the collection of all short intervals (where we also include the interval containing
t/ǫ2 to this collection) and by (Iλ,j) the collection of all long intervals. The modification of M ǫ

t,x,B

is defined as

M̃ ǫ
t,x,B(r) :=

∫ r

−∞

∫

R2

(
∫ rǫ

0
φ(t/ǫ2 − s1 − s)ψ(x/ǫ +B(s1) − y)ds1

)

dξ(s, y), (2.2)

where rǫ = t/ǫ2 − r + 1/2ǫa and r ∈ Iλ,j , for some j (note that in this case, r ≥ ǫ−a, and therefore
rǫ < t/ǫ2). Moreover, we define

〈M̃ ǫ
t,x,B〉(r) =

∫ r

−∞

∫

R2

(
∫ rǫ

0
φ(t/ǫ2 − s1 − s)ψ(x/ǫ +B(s1) − y)

)2

ds1dyds.

Also for r ∈ Iλ,j define Z̃ǫt (r, y) by (2.1), with M̃ ǫ
t,x,B replacing M ǫ

t,x,B . Finally, define:

Xj(β̂) =

∫

Iλ,j

∫

R2

Z̃ǫt (r, y)dξ(r, y). (2.3)

From [GRZ18], the random variables Xj(β̂) are independent. Indeed, the integrand in (2.2) vanishes
when s ≤ r−ǫ−a, and ǫ is small enough. That is because t/ǫ2−s1−s ≥ 1/2ǫa > 1 when s ≤ r−ǫ−a
and ǫ small enough and so φ(t/ǫ2 − s1 − s) = 0. Therefore, M̃ ǫ

t,x,B(r) depends on the underlying

noise ξ(s, y) only for s ∈ (r − ǫ−a, r]. This proves that (Xj(β̂))j are independent.
Moreover, the following are true:

• If Iλ is the union of all long intervals then

∫

Iλ

∫

R2

E[|Zǫt (r, y) − Z̃ǫt (r, y)|2]dydr → 0, (2.4)
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as ǫ→ 0. Indeed, from [GRZ18] (proof of Lemma 3.1) we have

∫

Iλ

∫

R2

E[|Zǫt |2](r, y)dydr =

∫ t

0

∫

R2

1{r/ǫ2∈Iλ}Fǫ(r, y, r/ǫ2, r/ǫ2)dydr, (2.5)

∫

Iλ

∫

R2

E[|Z̃ǫt |2](r, y)dydr =

∫ t

0

∫

R2

1{r/ǫ2∈Iλ}Fǫ(r, y, 1/2ǫa, 1/2ǫa)dydr, (2.6)

∫

Iλ

∫

R2

E[Zǫt (r, y)Z̃ǫt (r, y)]dydr =

∫ t

0

∫

R2

1{r/ǫ2∈Iλ}Fǫ(r, y, r/ǫ2, 1/2ǫa)dydr. (2.7)

Recalling that a = 2− log log ǫ−1/ log ǫ−1, so that ǫ−a = ǫ−2/ log ǫ−1, and using Proposition

1.4, we can verify that (2.5), (2.6) and (2.7) have the same limit. This proves (2.4).

• Similarly, if Ia is the union of all short intervals

∫

Ia

∫

R2

E[|Zǫt (r, y)|2]dydr → 0, (2.8)

as ǫ→ 0. Indeed, from [GRZ18] (proof of Lemma 3.2)

∫

Ia

∫

R2

E[|Zǫt (r, y)|2]dydr =

∫ t

0

∫

R2

1{r/ǫ2∈Ia}Fǫ(r, y, r/ǫ2, r/ǫ2)dydr.

Note that here Fǫ has the modifications described after Proposition 1.3. Nevertheless,
Proposition 1.4 still holds (as it is argued in Corollary 4.1 for example). By the bound
provided by Proposition 1.4 and |{r ∈ [0, t] : r/ǫ2 ∈ Ia}| → 0 as ǫ → 0 we see that (2.8)
holds.

• Now we will prove that for all β̂ < β̂c(R)

β̂
∑

j

X ǫ
j (β̂) ⇒

∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx. (2.9)

where ⇒ means convergence in distribution. Again from [GRZ18] (proof of Lemma 3.3), we
have

β̂2
∑

j

Var[X ǫ
j (β̂)] = β2

∑

j

∫ t

0

∫

R2

1{r/ǫ2∈Iλ,j}Fǫ(r, y, 1/2ǫa, 1/2ǫa)dydr.

From Proposition 1.4 this converges to β̂2v2eff (β̂)
∫ t
0

∫

R2 pt−r ⋆ g(y)2dydr, which is equal to

the variance of
∫

R2 U(t, x)g(x)dx. Now, since X ǫ
j are independent, to prove the full central

limit theorem we need to check Lindeberg’s condition

∑

j

E[|X ǫ
j (β̂)|21{|X ǫ

j (β̂)|>δ}
] → 0, (2.10)

for any δ > 0 as ǫ→ 0. Choose p > 1 such that (2p− 1)β̂ < β̂c(R). From the Holder and the
Chebyshev inequality:

∑

j

E[|X ǫ
j (β̂)|21{|X ǫ

j (β̂)|>δ}
] ≤ 1

δ

∑

j

E[|X ǫ
j (β̂)|2p]1/p(E[X ǫ

j (β̂)|2])1−1/p.
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Recall that λ = 2− log log ǫ−1/2 log ǫ−1. From the bound in Proposition 1.4, E[X ǫ
j (β̂)|2] .

ǫ2−λ . 1/ log ǫ−1 for all j. Moreover:

∑

j

E[|X ǫ
j (β̂)|2p]1/p =

∑

j

||X ǫ
j (β̂)||22p .

∑

j

||X ǫ
j ((2p − 1)β̂)||22 . 1,

as ǫ→ 0, where we used Lemma 2.1 below and the fact that the sum in the right-most side
of the above inequality converges as ǫ → 0 when (2p − 1)β̂ < β̂c(R). These two observations
prove (2.10), which proves (2.9).

These three items prove the full central limit theorem appearing in Theorem 1.1. The only
thing left to prove is the following:

Lemma 2.1. For p > 2 such that (p− 1)β̂ < β̂c(R) we have:

||X ǫ
j (β̂)||p . ||X ǫ

j ((p− 1)β̂)||2

Proof. As we will see, this is just an instance of hypercontractivity for Wiener chaos. Recall the
definition of Xj(β̂):

Xj(β̂) =

∫

Iλ,j

∫

R2

Z̃ǫt (r, y)dξ(r, y),

where

Z̃ǫt (r, y) =

∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y) exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
M̃ ǫ
t,x,B(r) − β̂2

2log ǫ−1
〈M̃ ǫ

t,x,B〉(r)
)]

dx.

Observe that the random variable M̃ ǫ
t,x,B, for a fixed realization of the path B, is an integral of a

function that is deterministic with respect to the noise. Hence, it is a mean zero Gaussian random
variable, and 〈M̃ ǫ

t,x,B〉 is its second moment. Therefore, the exponential in the above equation is a
Wick exponential [Jan97]:

Z̃ǫt (r, y) =

∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y) : exp

(

β̂
√

log ǫ−1
M̃ ǫ
t,x,B(r)

)

:

]

dx,

where : expX : is the Wick exponential of the random variable X. We use this to find a chaos
expansion for X ǫ

j (β̂). We have that:

Z̃ǫt (r, y) =

∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t

[

Φǫ
t,x,B(r, y)

(

1 +

∞
∑

k=1

β̂k

(log ǫ−1)kk!

∫

· · ·
∫

∆k×R2k

[ k
∏

j=1

Φ̃ǫ
t,x,B(ri, yi)

] k
∏

j=1

dξ(ri, yi)

)]

dx,

where ∆k = {−∞ < r1 < ... < rk < r} and Φ̃ǫ(s, y) =
∫

R2

∫ rǫ
0 φ(t/ǫ2 − s1 − s)ψ(x/ǫ + Bs1 − y)ds1

with rǫ defined after (2.2). Plugging that in the expression for X ǫ
j (β) yields

X ǫ
j (β̂) = Wǫ

0 +

∞
∑

k=1

β̂k

(log ǫ−1)kk!
Wǫ
k,
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where

Wǫ
k =

∫

· · ·
∫

∆′
k+1×R2(k+1)

[
∫

R2

g(x)ÊB,t

[ k
∏

j=1

Φ̃ǫ
t,x,B(ri, yi)Φ

ǫ
t,x,B(rk+1, yk+1)

]

dx

]k+1
∏

j=1

dξ(ri, yi),

with ∆′
k+1 = {−∞ < r1 < ... < rk+1 <∞, rk+1 ∈ Iλ,j}. Clearly Wǫ

k lies in the k + 1 homogeneous
Wiener chaos (again see [Jan97]) for all k ∈ N0. By hypercontractivity for Wiener chaos [Jan97]
we get that:

||X ǫ
j (β̂)||p .

( ∞
∑

k=0

((p − 1)β)k

(log ǫ−1)kk!
||Wǫ

k||22
)1/2

= ||X ǫ
j ((p − 1)β̂)||2.

3 The Markov Chain on Ω1

3.1 The construction

As mentioned, to prove Proposition 1.4 we have to be able to control expressions of the form:

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [f(B)],

as ǫ → 0. This is done by introducing a Markov chain on Ω1. We follow the steps of [GRZ18] to
construct this Markov chain and detail its properties.

The goal is to express the measure P̂
(ǫ)
T as a transition probability of a well-chosen Markov

chain. To achieve this, we make the following crucial observation:

Let B be distributed according to the measure P̂
(ǫ)
T and recall the definition of this measure:

P̂
(ǫ)
T (dB) = exp

(

β2

2 log ǫ−1

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu− ζ

(ǫ)
T

)

WT (dB).

Since R(s, ·) = 0 for |s| ≥ 1, two points B(s), B(u) interact only when |s − u| < 1. This suggests
that we can split the path B into segments of length 1 and only neighboring segments will interact
with each other. Now, heuristically, this interaction term can be seen as a transition probability.
Therefore, if we choose the first segment according to an appropriate distribution, we can build a
Markov chain using this transition probability. So we will get a sequence of paths in Ω1. Then, by
gluing all of these paths together, we will get a path on ΩT which will be distributed according to

P̂
(ǫ)
T .

Strictly speaking, the distribution of this path will not be exactly P̂
(ǫ)
T since we must account

for some edge effects: The endpoint T may not be a natural number and for some technical reasons
we may need to choose the first segment to be of length τ < 1. In practice, in all expectations
that we will encounter, there will be an extra term accounting for the edge effects. This term can
be ignored since in d ≥ 3 it asymptotically decouples from all relevant random variables we are
considering (see Lemma A.1 in [GRZ18]) and in d = 2, as ǫ→ 0, it goes to 1 uniformly.

Let us be more specific. We consider any probability space (X ,F ,P) that is rich enough to
carry the random variables that we are going to encounter and we write E for the corresponding
expectation. As mentioned above we seek to build a continuous path over [0, T ] starting from 0
by gluing together paths from Ω1. The initial segment will be defined over [0, τ ] where τ ∈ (0, 1].
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Then the final segment will be defined over [0, T − τ −N ] where N = [T − τ ]. Every other segment
will be defined over [0, 1].

To formalize this ’gluing’ of the paths we set for k = 1, ..., N , τk+1 = τk + 1 with τ0 = 0, τ1 = τ
and τN+2 = T . Now choose paths x0 ∈ Ωτ , xk ∈ Ω1 for k = 1, ..., N and xN+1 ∈ ΩT−τ−N . We
can patch these paths together over the intervals (τk, τk+1) and make a path in ΩT in the following
way:

B(s) =











x0(s) if s ∈ [0, τ ],

B(τ + k − 1) + xk(s− τ − k + 1) if s ∈ [τ + k − 1, τ + k], k = 1, ..., N,

B(τ +N) + xk(s− τ −N) if s ∈ [τ +N,T ].

(3.1)

It is easily checked that B ∈ ΩT . Again following [GRZ18] we will write

B = [x0, ..., xN+1]

for a path in ΩT built from (xk)k=0,...,N+1.

With this terminology, we explain how to decompose the measure P̂T . We write

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu =

N+1
∑

k,m=1

∫

[τk,τk+1]

∫

[τm,τm+1]
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu.

Since R(s, ·) = 0 when |s| ≥ 1 the integral inside the sum is nonzero only when |k −m| ≤ 1 and so

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu =

N+1
∑

k=0

∫

[τk,τk+1]

∫

[τk,τk+1]
R(s−u,B(s)−B(u))dsdu+2

N
∑

k=0

∫

[τk,τk+1]

∫

[τk+1,τk+2]
R(s−u,B(s)−B(u))dsdu.

For B = [x0, ..., xN+1] we have

B(τk + s) = B(τk) + xk(s), s ∈ [0, 1], (3.2)

and
B(τk+1 + s) = B(τk) + xk(1) + xk+1(s), s ∈ [0, 1]. (3.3)

Therefore, from (3.2) and the change of variables (s, u) → (τk + s, τk + u)

∫

[τk,τk+1]

∫

[τk,τk+1]
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu =

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, xk(s) − xk(u))dsdu,

for k = 1, ..., N . From (3.3) and the change of variables (s, u) → (τk+1 + s, τk + u) we also get

∫

[τk+1,τk+2]
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu =

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, xk+1(s) + xk(1) − xk(u))dsdu,

for k = 1, ..., N . Similar identities hold when k = 0 and when k = N + 1.
For βǫ = β̂/

√

log ǫ−1 the above identities lead us to the following definitions:

D(ǫ)
τ (x, y) := β2ǫ

∫

[0,τ ]2
R(s− u, y(s) − x(u))dsdu, x, y ∈ Ωτ ,
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D(ǫ)(x, y) := β2ǫ

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, y(s) − x(u))dsdu, x, y ∈ Ω1, (3.4)

and

I
(ǫ)
0,1(x, y) := β2ǫ

∫

[0,τ ]

∫

[0,1]
R(s− u, y(s) + x(1) − x(u))dsdu, x ∈ Ωτ , y ∈ Ω1,

I
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x, y) := β2ǫ

∫

[0,1]

∫

[0,T−τ−N ]
R(s− u, y(s) + x(1) − x(u))dsdu, x ∈ Ω1, y ∈ ΩT−τ−N , (3.5)

I(ǫ)(x, y) := β2ǫ

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, y(s) + x(1) − x(u))dsdu, x, y ∈ Ω1. (3.6)

The terms D
(ǫ)
τ ,D(ǫ) capture the self-interactions of each segment and the terms I

(ǫ)
0,1, I

(ǫ), I
(ǫ)
N,N+1

capture the interactions between neighboring segments. By our previous observations and by
writing B = [x0, ..., xN+1] we have that

β2ǫ

∫

[0,T ]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu =

D(ǫ)
τ (x0, x0) +

N+1
∑

k=1

D(ǫ)(xk, xk) + 2

(

I
(ǫ)
0,1(x0, x1) +

N−1
∑

k=1

I(ǫ)(xk, xk+1) + I
(ǫ)
N,N+1(xN , xN+1)

)

.

It is easily checked that by writing B = [x0, ..., xN+1], where x0, ..., xN+1 are distributed like
standard Brownian motions, then B is distributed like a Brownian motion in ΩT . By plugging

the above formula to the definition of P̂
(ǫ)
T (dB) and using this observation the measure P̂

(ǫ)
T (dB) is

proportional to

P̂
(ǫ)
τ (dx0)eI

(ǫ)
0,1(x0,x1)

N−1
∏

k=1

P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dxk)e

I(ǫ)(xk,xk+1)P̂1(dxN )eI
(ǫ)
T−τ−N (xN ,xN+1)P̂

(ǫ)
T−τ−N(dxN+1).

We want to interpret this as a transition probability of a Markov chain. For this reason we use the
he Doob-Krein-Rutman theorem [Sne+12] which implies that we can find ρ(ǫ) > 0 and Ψ(ǫ) on Ω1

solving the following eigenvalue problem:
∫

Ω1

eI
(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂

(ǫ)
1 (dy) = ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x), (3.7)

so that ρ(ǫ) is the largest possible eigenvalue, Ψ(ǫ) is bounded above and below by positive constants,

is normalized to have total mass 1 with respect to P̂
(ǫ)
1 and is the unique eigenvector associated

with ρ(ǫ). More specifically, we have the bound

e−||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ ρ(ǫ) ≤ e||I
(ǫ)||∞,

which we get by integrating the above eigenvalue equation over y. This implies that

e−2||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ Ψ(ǫ)(x) ≤ e2||I
(ǫ)||∞ .

Now we can define the transition probabilities

π̂(ǫ)(x, dy) :=
eI

(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dy)

ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x)
, (3.8)
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π̂
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x, dy) :=

eI
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x,y)P̂

(ǫ)
T−1−N(dy)

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x)

, (3.9)

π̂
(ǫ)
0,1(x, dy) :=

eI
(ǫ)
0,1(x,y)P̂

(ǫ)
τ (dy)

f
(ǫ)
0,1(x)

, (3.10)

where f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x), f

(ǫ)
0,1(x) are the normalization constants. With this notation the measure P̂

(ǫ)
T is

proportional to

f
(ǫ)
0,1(x0)P̂

(ǫ)
τ (dx0)π̂

(ǫ)
0,1(x0, dx1)

N−1
∏

k=1

π̂(ǫ)(xk, dxk+1)π̂
(ǫ)
N,N+1(xN , dxN+1)

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(xN )

Ψ(ǫ)(xN )
.

The Markov chain we are looking for is built from the probability kernels that appear above. In
particular, we sample:

• X0 ∈ Ωτ according to the distribution (Z(ǫ)
τ )−1f

(ǫ)
0,1(X0)P̂

(ǫ)
τ (dX0), where Z(ǫ)

τ =
∫

Ωτ
f
(ǫ)
0,1(x)P̂

(ǫ)
τ (dx).

• (X1, ...,XN ) according to π̂
(ǫ)
0,1(X0, dX1)

(

∏N−1
k=1 π̂

(ǫ)(Xk, dXk+1)

)

π̂
(ǫ)
N,N+1(XN , dXN+1).

and once we sample our points we can build a path B = [X0, ...,XN+1] on ΩT by gluing these paths
together according to (3.1). Then for any measurable function F : ΩT → R,

ÊB,T [F (B)] = E

[

F ([X0, ...,XN+1])c
(ǫ)
τ,T

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(XN )

Ψ(ǫ)(XN )

]

,

where c
(ǫ)
τ,T is the appropriate normalization constant, determined by the equation

1

cτ,T
= E

[

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(XN )

Ψ(ǫ)(XN )

]

. (3.11)

The term

c
(ǫ)
τ,T

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(XN )

Ψ(ǫ)(XN )

is the term accounting for the edge effects born from splitting the interval [0, T ] into an interval of
length τ and then intervals of length 1. As we will see, this term does not play a major role in our
calculations.

We will mainly have to deal with expressions of the form

ÊB,T [F (B1, B2)],

where B1, B2 are two independent paths sampled according to (1.10). By following the same
construction as above we can convert this expectation into the following expectation:

E

[

F ([X0, ...,XN+1], [Y0, ..., YN+1])c2τ,T
f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(XN )

Ψ(ǫ)(XN )

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(YN )

Ψ(ǫ)(YN )

]

,
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where [X0, ...,XN+1] and [Y0, ..., YN+1] are paths built from two independent trajectories (Xi)i=1,...,N+1,
(Yi)i=1,...,N+1 respectively, sampled as described above. Let

Gǫ(x, y) := c2τ,T
f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(x)

Ψ(ǫ)(x)

f
(ǫ)
N,N+1(y)

Ψ(ǫ)(y)
(3.12)

be the term accounting for the ’edge effects’. Then we have the identity:

ÊB,T [F (B1, B2)] = E

[

F ([X0, ...,XN+1], [Y0, ..., YN+1])Gǫ(XN , YN )

]

. (3.13)

3.2 The coupling in d = 2

In the remainder of the paper the Markov chain on Ω1 × Ω1 with transition probability kernel

π̂(ǫ) := π̂(ǫ) × π̂(ǫ)

plays an important role. We dedicate the next few sections to its properties. First, we will introduce
a coupling of this Markov chain to a sequence of Bernoulli random variables based on Doeblin’s
inequality.

Recall the definition of the transition measure

π̂(ǫ)(x, dy) =
eI

(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dy)

ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x)
,

and the definition of P̂
(ǫ)
1

P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dx) = exp

(

β̂2

2 log ǫ−1

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, x(s) − x(u))dsdu− ζ

(ǫ)
1

)

W1(dx).

Observe that, as ǫ → 0, the measure P̂
(ǫ)
1 converges to W1 in total variation. That is because the

function R is compactly supported and we can use the dominated convergence theorem.
Moreover, recall the definition of I(ǫ)(x, y) and of the associated eigenvalue problem defining

Ψ(ǫ), ρ(ǫ):

I(ǫ)(x, y) = β2ǫ

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, x(1) + y(s) − x(u))dsdu,

∫

Ω1

eI
(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂

(ǫ)
1 (dy) = ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x),

where we also recall that
∫

Ω1
Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂

(ǫ)
1 (dy) = 1. We observe that as ǫ→ 0, I(ǫ)(x, y) → 0 uniformly

over x, y, since R is bounded. This implies that ρ(ǫ) → 1 since

e−||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ ρ(ǫ) ≤ e||I
(ǫ)||∞.

This in turn implies that Ψ(ǫ)(x) → 1 uniformly in x since we have

e−2||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ Ψ(ǫ)(x) ≤ e2||I
(ǫ)||∞ ,

for all x. These observations imply that:

eI
(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)

ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x)
→ 1,

uniformly over x, y. This proves the following proposition:
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Proposition 3.1. The transition probability kernel π̂(ǫ)(x, dy) converges in total variation toW1(dy)
uniformly over x. In other words, we have:

sup
x∈Ω1

dTV (π̂(ǫ)(x, dy),W1(dy)) → 0,

as ǫ→ 0, where dTV is the total variation distance between two probability measures. Furthermore
for any 0 < γ < 1, there is an ǫ0 = ǫ0(γ) such that for all x ∈ Ω1 and A a Borel set in Ω1

π̂(ǫ)(x,A) ≥ γW1(A), (3.14)

for all ǫ < ǫ0.

Remark 3.1. Let τǫ ∈ (0, 1), T = T (ǫ) → ∞, as ǫ → 0 and Nǫ = [T − τ ]. Similar observations
as the ones above prove that Gǫ, defined in (3.12), converges to 1 uniformly as ǫ → 0. Indeed, we

see that I
(ǫ)
N,N+1 → 0 uniformly as ǫ → 0, where I

(ǫ)
N,N+1 is defined in (3.5). By looking at (3.9) we

see that f
(ǫ)
N,N+1 → 1 uniformly as ǫ → 0. This, along with our previous observations prove that

c
(ǫ)
τ,T → 1 as ǫ→ 0. These observations imply that Gǫ → 1, uniformly as ǫ → 0.

Since π̂(ǫ) = π̂(ǫ) × π̂(ǫ), this proposition implies that for any γ ∈ (0, 1), there is an ǫ0 small
enough such that for all Borel sets A ⊂ Ω2

1, for all z ∈ Ω1 × Ω1 and all ǫ < ǫ0

π̂(ǫ)(z,A) ≥ γ(W1 ×W1)(A). (3.15)

We can choose γ to be such that both (3.14) and (3.15) are true. From here on we will fix γ and
ǫ0 and we will always assume that ǫ < ǫ0.

This last observation gives us a Doeblin condition for the Markov chain. Therefore, we can
introduce a coupling of the Markov chain with a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables
(ηj)j∈N. This coupling goes as follows:

We can write

π̂(ǫ)(z, dy) = γ(W1 ×W1)(dy) + (1 − γ)
π̂(ǫ)(z, dy) − γ(W1 ×W1)(dy)

1 − γ
.

So at each step j, if ηj = 1 we draw our next step from the measure (W1 ×W1)(dy), indepen-

dently from all the previous steps, and if not we draw (Xj , Yj) from π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ . This gives us a
regenerative structure of the Markov chain since in every ’success’ we forget what happened in the
previous steps and we begin the chain anew. In particular, this structure decomposes a ’trajectory’
of the Markov chain into independent cycles.

Now let ((Xj , Yj))j≥1 ⊆ Ω1 × Ω1 be a trajectory of π̂(ǫ) with an initial segment (X0, Y0) ∼
W1 × W1. We consider the pair of paths (ωX0 , ωY0) in C([0,∞))2, each constructed by gluing
(Xj)j≥0, (Yj)j≥0 respectively, according to (3.1). We define the notion of the total path increment
between two regeneration times. First, define the associated regeneration times:

T0 := 0, Ti := inf{j > Ti−1 : ηj = 1}. (3.16)

The times between two regenerations, Tk+1−Tk, k = 0, 1, ... are i.i.d. and distributed as geometric
random variables with parameter γ. The corresponding total path increment for ωX0 and ωY0
between two regenerations is defined by the equations:

X
(ǫ)
j :=

Tj+1−1
∑

k=Tj

Xk(1) and Y
(ǫ)
j :=

Tj+1−1
∑

k=Tj

Yk(1). (3.17)
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By construction, the random variables ((X
(ǫ)
j ,Y

(ǫ)
j ))j≥0 are i.i.d.. Also, from (3.1)

ωX0(Tj) =

j−1
∑

k=0

X
(ǫ)
k , ωY0(Tj) =

j−1
∑

k=0

Y
(ǫ)
k , (3.18)

and

Cj :=

(

Tj+1 − Tj, (ωX0(Tj + s) − ωX0(Tj), ωY0(Tj + s) − ωY0(Tj))s≤Tj+1−Tj

)

(3.19)

is equal in distribution to
(

θ, (˜̃ωB1(s), ˜̃ωB2(s))s≤θ

)

, (3.20)

where:

• θ ∼ Geo(γ).

• (B1, B2) ∼W1 ×W1 independent from θ.

• (˜̃ωB1 , ˜̃ωB2) is a pair of paths, each built according to (3.1) using segments sampled from
π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ with (B1, B2) as initial steps. Also, (˜̃ωB1 , ˜̃ωB2) is independent from θ.

All of these random variables mentioned above are also independent from (ωX0(s), ωY0(s))s≤Tj .
The random variables Cj are called cycles. From our previous observations the collection of

all cycles (Cj)j≥1 is a collection of i.i.d. random variables with (3.20) as the common underlying
distribution. This proves that the process (ωX0(s), ωY0(s))s≥0 can be decomposed into i.i.d. cycles.
In full formality, one can prove that the process (ωX0(s), ωY0(s))s≥0 is a regenerative process [Asm03;
Tho00].

3.3 The Mixing property

Here we detail the mixing mechanism of the Markov chain and some of its basic consequences. This
is based on the observation that there are constants Aǫ, Bǫ such that they converge to 1 as ǫ → 0
and such that for all Borel sets of Ω1 and x ∈ Ω1,

AǫW1(A) ≤ π̂(ǫ)(x,A) ≤ BǫW1(A). (3.21)

Indeed, recall that from (3.8), π̂(ǫ) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure

π̂(ǫ)(x, dy) =
eI

(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)

ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x)
· eD

(ǫ)
1 (y,y)W1(dy),

with D(ǫ) as in (3.4) and I(ǫ) as in (3.6). Since

e−||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ ρ(ǫ) ≤ e||I
(ǫ)||∞.

and
e−2||I(ǫ)||∞ ≤ Ψ(ǫ)(x) ≤ e2||I

(ǫ)||∞ ,

we see that there is a constant C > 0 such that

e−C/ log ǫ
−1
W1(A) ≤ π̂(ǫ)(x,A) ≤ eC/ log ǫ

−1
W1(A),
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for all Borel sets A ⊆ Ω1 and x ∈ Ω1.

A similar inequality is true for π̂(ǫ) and π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ (only with different constants Aǫ,Bǫ)
since both measures are absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure, with density
converging to 1 uniformly as ǫ→ 0. With this observation, we can prove the following proposition:

Lemma 3.1. Let F be a nonegative integrable function on (Ω1×Ω1)
p+1 and let ((X0, Y0), ..., (Xp, Yp))

be a sequence of random variables generated by π̂(ǫ) or π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ with (X0, Y0) ∼W1×W1. Then
there are constants Aǫ,Bǫ such that they converge to 1 as ǫ→ 0 and such that for any 1 ≤ k ≤ m

AǫE

[

F ((X0, Y0), ..., (X̃k , Ỹk), ..., (Xp, Yp))

]

≤ E

[

F ((X0, Y0), ..., (Xp, Yp))

]

≤

BǫE
[

F ((X0, Y0), ..., (X̃k , Ỹk), ..., (Xp, Yp))

]

, (3.22)

where (X0, Y0), ..., (X̃k , Ỹk), ..., (Xp, Yp) is generated as before only at step k we sample, (X̃k, Ỹk) ∼
W1 ×W1 independently from all previous steps.

Proof. First, assume that F is bounded. We write Zk = (Xk, Yk) for k ≥ 0. We prove the
proposition in the case where (Zk)k is generated using π̂(ǫ). We prove this by writing the expectation
of F under the Markov chain explicitly:

E

[

F (Z0, ..., Zk)

]

=

∫

Ω1

W1 ×W1(dz0)...

∫

Ω1

π̂(ǫ)(zk−1, dzk)...

∫

Ω1

π̂(ǫ)(zm−1, dzm)F (z0, ..., zm).

We aim to replace π̂(ǫ)(zk−1, dzk) by W1(dzk): From (3.21) there are constants A′
ǫ and B′

ǫ converging
to 1 as ǫ → 0, such that

A′
ǫW1(A) ≤ π̂(ǫ)(x,A) ≤ B′

ǫW1(A),

for all Borel sets A ⊆ Ω1 × Ω1. This inequality extends to all simple positive simple functions. In
particular, there are constants Aǫ,Bǫ converging to 1 as ǫ→ 0 such that

AǫW1 ×W1(f) ≤ π̂(ǫ)(x, f) ≤ BǫW1 ×W1(f), (3.23)

where, for a measure µ and a function f , µ(f) is the integral of f with respect to µ. By the
definition of the Lebesgue integral, (3.23) extends to all positive measurable functions f .

Therefore, from (3.23) we get the inequality:

E

[

F (Z0, ..., Zm)

]

≤ Bǫ
∫

Ω1

W1 ×W1(dz0)...

∫

Ω1

W1(dzk)...

∫

Ω1

π̂(ǫ)(zm−1, dzm)F (z0, ..., zm),

which is the right-hand side of (3.22). Similarly, we prove the left-hand side as well. When (Zk)k∈N0

is generated by π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ , (3.22) is proved in the same way.
Once we have (3.22) for all bounded measurable positive F we may argue via a cutoff argument

and monotone convergence to get the full result.

So when we have a positive functional of the Markov chain and we want to calculate the limit
ǫ→ 0 of its expectation, we may replace a finite number of steps by the standard Brownian motions
that are independent of all previous steps. As ǫ → 0 this will not change the limiting mean since
both upper and lower bounds will match.

24



Remark 3.2. • Using this result we can prove the same double inequality (with different con-
stants Aǫ,Bǫ, still converging to 1, as ǫ → 0) for a general F ∈ L1 by splitting F into its
positive and negative parts.

• This lemma can also be applied in the case where F is a function of a finite number of

independent trajectories of π̂(ǫ) (or trajectories generated by π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ with (X0, Y0) ∼
W1×W1) and we want to replace parts of these trajectories by Brownian motions. In this case
we will get bounds similar to (3.22) (again with a different set of constants Aǫ,Bǫ, converging
to 1, as ǫ → 0).

• Finally, this lemma generalizes in the case where we consider the edge effects and we sample
the first and the final steps of the Markov chain using π̂0,1×π̂0,1 and π̂p−1,p×π̂p−1,p respectively.
Indeed, it is easy to see that π̂0,1 and π̂p−1,p satisfy a version of (3.21) which allow us to replace
(X1, Y1) or (Xp, Yp) by Brownian motions and get the bounds presented above. If we want to
replace any other step the proof of Lemma 3.1 works. A similar argument works in the case

where we start the Markov chain by P̂
(ǫ)
τ (dx0) for some τ < 1 or the (normalized) measure

f
(ǫ)
0,1(x0)P̂

(ǫ)
τ (dx0) and we want to replace the starting point by a Brownian motion.

By conditioning on the regeneration length Tk+1−Tk, Lemma 3.1 has the following consequence
for functionals of the total path increments:

Corollary 3.1. There are constants Aǫ,Bǫ, converging to 1, as ǫ → 0, such that for any non-
negative F ∈ L1(R2p):

∞
∑

N1=1,...,Np=1

( p
∏

i=1

ANi
ǫ γ(1 − γ)Ni−1

)

E

[

F ((X(N1),Y(N1)), ..., (X(Np),Y(Np)))

]

≤ E

[

F ((X
(ǫ)
1 ,Y

(ǫ)
1 ), ..., (X(ǫ)

p ,Y(ǫ)
p ))

]

≤

∞
∑

N1=1,...,Np=1

( p
∏

i=1

BNi
ǫ γ(1 − γ)Ni−1

)

E

[

F ((X(N1),Y(N1)), ..., (X(Np),Y(Np)))

]

, (3.24)

where (XNi)i=1,...,p, (Y
Ni)i=1,...,p are two independent sets of independent mean zero Gaussian ran-

dom variables with covariance matrix NiI2×2 respectively.

Proof. We prove this for p = 1, with the general proof following the same lines, since ((X
(ǫ)
i ,Y

(ǫ)
i ))i∈N

are i.i.d.. Recall the definition of (X
(ǫ)
i ,Y

(ǫ)
i ) from (3.17). By construction (X

(ǫ)
i ,Y

(ǫ)
i ) is equal in

distribution to
(θ−1
∑

k=0

Xk(1),
θ−1
∑

k=0

Yk(1)

)

,

where:

• (X0, Y0) ∼W1×W1(dx0, dy0) and (Xk+1, Yk+1) ∼ π̂(ǫ)((Xk ,Yk),dxk+1,dyk+1)−γW1×W1(dxk+1,dyk+1)
1−γ

for k ∈ N.

• θ ∼ Geo(γ), independent from (Xk, Yk)k∈N0 .
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By conditioning on θ, we have

E[F (X
(ǫ)
1 ,Y

(ǫ)
1 )] =

∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1
E

[

F

(N−1
∑

k=0

Xk(1),
N−1
∑

k=0

Yk(1)

)]

.

From (3.22) and Remark 3.2, applied to the function F̃ : (Ω1 × Ω1)
N → R,

F̃ ((x1, y1), ..., (xN , yN )) = F

(N−1
∑

k=0

xk(1),
N−1
∑

k=0

yk(1)

)

,

we have the upper bound

E[F (X
(ǫ)
1 ,Y

(ǫ)
1 )] ≤

∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1BNǫ E

[

F

(N−1
∑

j=0

B1
j (1),

N−1
∑

j=0

B2
j (1)

)]

,

where (B1
j , B

2
j ) are pairs of i.i.d. standard Brownian motions, and Bǫ → 1 as ǫ → 0. This proves

the right-hand side of (3.24). Similarly, we prove the left-hand side of (3.24) and this concludes
the proof.

3.4 Intersections of independent paths

The goal of this section is to calculate the limiting distribution for the random variable:

1

log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0
R(s− u, ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu, (3.25)

where R is the correlation function of the space-time mollified white noise, ωX0 , ωY0 are two
paths built from π̂(ǫ), X0, Y0 are two independent Brownian motions in Ω1 and M(ǫ) is such
that logM(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0, as ǫ → 0. This will be done by calculating all moments of the above
functional, which is done in the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Let X0, Y0 ∈ Ω1 and M(ǫ) be as above and let x ∈ R
2 be fixed. Then, as ǫ→ 0:

E

[(

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0
R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu

)p]

→ mp,

where mp = p! is the pth moment of an exponential random variable with rate 1. In other words
the random variable:

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0
R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu,

as ǫ→ 0 converges to an exponential random variable with rate 1.

Proof. We split the integral in (3.25) over regeneration intervals. We define

Nǫ := max{i/ Ti < M(ǫ)/ǫ2}.

Since R is bounded and R(s, ·) = 0 for |s| ≥ 1 and since TNǫ+1 − TNǫ ∼ Geo(γ)

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ2

0
R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu =
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2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

Nǫ−1
∑

k,m=0

∫ Tk+1

Tk

∫ Tm+1

Tm

R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu +O(
1

log ǫ−1
),

where the (random) error term goes to 0 almost surely and in Lp, for every p ∈ N. In particular,
as ǫ→ 0, (3.25) and

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

Nǫ−1
∑

k,m=0

∫ Tk+1

Tk

∫ Tm+1

Tm

R(s− u, x + ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu (3.26)

have the same limiting moments.
Therefore, we focus on (3.26). Observe that Ti − Ti−1 ∼ Geo(γ) and are independent, which

implies that T[M2(ǫ)ǫ−2]/M(ǫ)ǫ−2 → 1/γ a.s.. This implies that Nǫ/M2(ǫ)ǫ−2 → γ in probability.
We define:

M(n) :=
2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

n−1
∑

k,m=0

∫ Tk+1

Tk

∫ Tm+1

Tm

R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu,

and
Aǫ,δ = {|Nǫ/(M(ǫ)ǫ−2) − γ| ≥ δ}.

From Lemma 3.2, proved below, we have E[M(M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p] → p!, as ǫ → 0, for any M(ǫ) that
satisfies the assumption of the theorem. We have:

E[M(Nǫ)
p] ≥ E[1Ac

ǫ,δ
M(Nǫ)

p].

But on Acǫ,δ we have Nǫ ≥ (γ − δ)(M(ǫ)ǫ−2) and therefore:

E[M(Nǫ)
p] ≥ E[1Ac

ǫ,δ
M((γ−δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p] = E[(1Ac

ǫ,δ
−1)M((γ−δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p]+E[M((γ−δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p].

Again from Lemma 3.2, the second term of the right-hand side in the above inequality converges
to p!, while the first term is estimated above by:

E[(1Ac
ǫ,δ

− 1)2]1/2 E[M((γ − δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)2p]1/2,

which goes to 0 as ǫ → 0, since P(Acǫ,δ) → 1 and E[M((γ − δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)2p] → (2p)!, as ǫ → 0.
Therefore

lim inf
ǫ→0

E[M(Nǫ)
p] ≥ p!.

For the upper bound, we argue similarly:

E[M(Nǫ)
p] = E[1Ac

ǫ,δ
M(Nǫ)

p] + E[1Aǫ,δ
M(Nǫ)

p].

The first term is bounded by above by:

E[M((γ + δ)M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p].

which goes to p! as ǫ → 0. For the second term observe that Nǫ ≤ 4 · M(ǫ)ǫ−2, by definition.
Therefore, the second term is bounded above by

E[1Aǫ,δ
M(4 ·M(ǫ)ǫ−2)p] ≤ P[Aǫ,δ]

1/2
E[M(4 ·M(ǫ)ǫ−2)2p]1/2 → 0,

as ǫ→ 0. Hence
E[M(Nǫ)

p] → p!,

as ǫ→ 0.
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Lemma 3.2. Let M(ǫ) be such that logM(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0. Then as ǫ→ 0 the pth moment of:

1

log ǫ−1

M(ǫ)ǫ−2
∑

k,m=0

∫ Tk+1

Tk

∫ Tm+1

Tm

R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu (3.27)

converges to (||R||1/2π)pp!.

Proof. Since R(s, ·) = 0 for |s| ≥ 1, the pth moment of (3.27) is given by:

E

[(

1

log ǫ−1

M(ǫ)ǫ−2
∑

k=1

dk,k−1+dk,k+dk,k+1

)p]

= p!
∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

(

dki,ki−1+dki,ki+dki,ki+1

])

=

= p!
∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p

∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

dki,ki+δi

]

, (3.28)

where for δ ∈ {−1, 0, 1}:

dk,k+δ :=
1

log ǫ−1

∫ Tk+1

Tk

∫ Tk+δ+1

Tk+δ

R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu. (3.29)

By the change of variables (s, u) → (s + Tki+δi , u+ Tki) and by adding and subtracting the terms
ωX0(Tki+δi) and ωY0(Tki), dki,ki+δi is equal to:

∫ Tki+1−Tki

0

∫ Tki+δi+1−Tki+δi

0
R

(

s− u− (Tki − Tki+δi), x + ωX0(Tki+δi) − ωY0(Tki)+

ωX0(s+ Tki+δi) − ωX0(Tki+δi) − (ωY0(u+ Tki) − ωY0(Tki))

)

dsdu.

Let us explain our strategy. We need to show that

∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p

∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

dki,ki+δi

]

,

converges to 1, as ǫ→ 0.
Recall that, from Section 3.2, the process (ωX0 , ωY0) (and therefore the processes ωX0 and

ωY0 , considered separately) can be split into i.i.d. ’cycles’

(Cj)j≥0 =

(

Tj+1 − Tj , (ωX0(Tj + s) − ωX0(Tj), ωY0(Tj + s) − ωY0(Tj))s≤Tj+1−Tj

)

j≥0

(3.30)

Observe that dki,ki is a functional of the cycle Cki and of the point that the cycle initiates i.e. of
ωX0(Tki) and ωY0(Tki). From the regenerative structure of (ωX0 , ωY0) we see that Cki is independent
from

(ωX0(Tki), ωY0(Tki))

Therefore we can write the expectation of dki,ki as

E[dki,ki ] = E[Gǫ(ωX0(Tki) − ωY0(Tki))],
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with

Gǫ(z) = Ecycle law

[
∫ θ

0

∫ θ

0
R(s− u, x+ z + ˜̃ωB1(s) − ˜̃ωB2(u))dsdu

]

,

where (θ, (˜̃ωB1(s), ˜̃ωB2(s))s≤θ) is as in (3.20). So, in theory, if we want to calculate the limit of
(3.28) we can average over the law of the cycles first. This will give us a functional of (ωX0(Tki) −
ωY0(Tki))i=1,...,p. From (3.18) these random variables are sums of i.i.d. random variables, which
guarantees their ’good behavior’ (see Proposition A.2). Then the resulting additive functional
of (ωX0(Tki) − ωY0(Tki))i=1,...,p can be handled by standard results from [KR54].

There are two obstacles to implementing this strategy:

P.1 First, it is obvious that we have to consider the terms dki,ki+δi , for δi ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. When δi 6=
0, the term dki,ki+δi compares the ki + δi−th cycle of ωX0 to the ki−th cycle of ωY0 . So when
we average over the law of these two cycles, we will get a function of ωX0(Tki+δi) − ωY0(Tki).
This will lead us to a ’non-directed’ additive functional of (ωX0(Tki) − ωY0(Tki))i=1,...,p (see
(3.37) below). Nevertheless, this can be handled with Lemma B.1.

P.2 Secondly, we cannot average over all cycles in the product

E

[ p
∏

i=1

dki,ki+δi

]

(3.31)

to get an expectation of a function of (ωX0(Tki+δi) − ωY0(Tki))i=1,...,p. The reason for this
becomes apparent even in the case of p = 2 for the expectation

E[dk1,k1dk2,k2 ],

with k1 < k2. As mentioned, dki , i = 1, 2 is a function of Cki and of ωX0(Tki) − ωY0(Tki).
However, ωX0(Tk2) − ωY0(Tk2) is not independent from Ck1 . Indeed, consider the paths
(ωX0(Tki +s)−ωX0(Tki), ωY0(Tki +u)−ωY0(Tki))s,u∈[0,Tki+1−Tki ]. Then for s = u = Tki+1−Tki
these paths take the value:

(ωX0(Tk1+1) − ωX0(Tk1), ωY0(Tk1+1) − ωY0(Tk1)).

From (3.18), this is equal to (X
(ǫ)
k1
,Y

(ǫ)
k1

). Since k2 > k1, again from (3.18),

X
(ǫ)
k1

−Y
(ǫ)
k1

is one of the summands of ωX0(Tk2) − ωY0(Tk2). This problem becomes more complicated in
the general case. In particular, the product in (3.31) is a function of

Zki :=

(

Tki+1 − Tki , Tki+δi+1 − Tki+δi , (ωX0(s+ Tki+δi) − ωX0(Tki+δi))s≤Tki+δi+1−Tki+δi
,

(ωY0(u+ Tki) − ωY0(Tki))u≤Tki+1−Tki

)

,

(3.32)

for i = 1, ..., p and of

(ωX0(Tk1+δ1) − ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp) − ωY0(Tkp)). (3.33)
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For the same reasons as in the previous example, the cycles
(

Tki+δi+1−Tki+δi , (ωX0(s+Tki+δi)−ωX0(Tki+δi)), ωY0(s+Tki+δi)−ωY0(Tki+δi)s∈[0,Tki+δi+1−Tki+δi
]

)

and
(

Tki+1 − Tki , (ωX0(s + Tki) − ωX0(Tki)), ωY0(s+ Tki) − ωY0(Tki)s∈[0,Tki+1−Tki ]

)

,

are not independent from ωX0(Tkj+δj ) − ωY0(Tkj ) for i < j. However, the latter depends on

these cycles only through X
(ǫ)
ki

−Y
(ǫ)
ki

and X
(ǫ)
ki+δi

−Y
(ǫ)
ki+δi

.

Now, we explain how we deal with item P.2. The idea is to write (3.33) as Sǫ+Yǫ, for appropriate,
independent random variables, so that Sǫ is independent from the cycles (3.30) and equal in distri-

bution to a shifted version of (3.33). This is accomplished by ’throwing out’ the terms X
(ǫ)
ki

−Y
(ǫ)
ki

and X
(ǫ)
ki+δ1

−Y
(ǫ)
ki+δi

from the sum (3.18), defining ωX0(Tkj+δj )−ωY0(Tkj ), 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ p. With such
an expression in hand, and by averaging over the joint law of Yǫ and of (3.32) we can write (3.31)
as an expectation of a function of a shifted version of (3.33). Then, as mentioned, the resulting
additive functional can be handled with Lemma B.1.

First, we will calculate the limit of:

∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p

∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2,
ki+1>ki+2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

dki,ki+δi

]

. (3.34)

For i = 2, ..., p we write:

ωY0(Tki) = S̄ki +
i−1
∑

j=1

(Y
(ǫ)
kj

+ Y
(ǫ)
kj+δj

) + Y
(ǫ)
ki−1.

We included Y
(ǫ)
ki−1 as well since in the case where δi = −1, ωY0(Tki) also depends on Tki − Tki−1.

Similarly, we write:

ωY0(Tki+δi) = Ski+δi +

i−1
∑

j=1

(X
(ǫ)
kj

+ X
(ǫ)
kj+δj

) + X
(ǫ)
ki−1,

where Ski , S̄ki are defined by the equations above and are independent from X
(ǫ)
kj
,X

(ǫ)
kj+δj

,Y
(ǫ)
kj
,Y

(ǫ)
kj+δj

,

j = 0, ..., i − 1 and from X
(ǫ)
ki−1,Y

(ǫ)
ki−1. From the above observations the vector:

(Sk1+δ1 − S̄k1 , ...,Skp+δp − S̄kp),

is independent from (Zkl)l=1,...,p and it is equal in distribution to the vector:

(ωX0(Tk1−1+δ1) − ωY0(Tk1−1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp−2p) − ωY0(Tkp−2p)).

Now we focus on writing explicitly the the joint probability distribution of:

(

Zki ;

i−1
∑

j=1

(X
(ǫ)
kj

−Y
(ǫ)
kj

+ X
(ǫ)
kj+δj

−Y
(ǫ)
kj+δj

) + X
(ǫ)
ki−1 −Y

(ǫ)
ki−1

)

i=1,...p

. (3.35)
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Looking at (3.35), we see that it depends on the cycles ((Cki−1, Cki , Cki+1))i=1,...,p. Since we have
the restriction of ki+1 > ki + 2, the triplets (Cki−1, Cki , Cki+1) and (Ckj−1, Ckj , Ckj+1) are comprised
by distinct cycles for i 6= j, and are therefore independent. The distribution of (Cki−1, Cki , Cki+1) is
equal to the distribution of

((

θi−1, (˜̃ωBi
−1

(s), ˜̃ωbi−1
(s))s≤θi−1

)

,

(

θi0, (˜̃ωBi
0
(s), ˜̃ωbi0

(s))s≤θi0

)

,

(

θi1, (˜̃ωBi
1
(s), ˜̃ωbi1

(s))s≤θi1

))

,

where:

• (Bi
−1, b

i
−1)i=1,...,p, (Bi

0, b
i
0)i=1,...,p, (Bi

1, b
i
1)i=1...,p are independent collections of independent

Brownian motions in Ω1 × Ω1.

• (θi−1)i=1,...,p, (θi0)i=1,...,p, (θi1)i=1,...,p are independent collections of independent geometric ran-
dom variables with parameter γ.

• ((˜̃ωBi
−1
, ˜̃ωbi−1

))i=1,...,p, ((˜̃ωBi
0
, ˜̃ωbi0

))i=1,...,p, ((˜̃ωBi
1
, ˜̃ωbi1

))i=1,...,p are collections of continuous paths

built from the transition probability kernel π̂−γW1×W1

1−γ with (Bi
−1, bi−1), (Bi

0, bi0), (Bi
1, b

i
1) as

initial steps, respectively. These are independent collections of independent paths. Each of
these paths is also independent from (θi−1, θ

i
0, θ

i
1)i=1,...p.

This proves that (3.35) is equal in distribution to:

Z(ǫ) :=

(

θi0, θ
i
δi , (

˜̃ω
B

i+δi
δi

(s))s≤θi+δi
, (˜̃ωbi0(u))u≤θi ;Y

(ǫ)
i

)

i=1,...p

, (3.36)

where

Y(ǫ)
i =

i−1
∑

j=1

(˜̃ω
Bj

0
(θj0) − ˜̃ω

bj0
(θj0) + ˜̃ω

Bj
δj

(θjδj ) − ˜̃ω
bjδj

(θjδj )) + ˜̃ωBi
−1

(θi−1) − ˜̃ωbi−1
(θi−1).

Furthermore Z(ǫ) is independent from (Ski − S̄ki)i=1,...,p. This implies that (3.34) is equal to

∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p

∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2,
ki+1>ki+2

E

[

Gǫ,δ
(

ωX0(Tk1+δ1)−ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp−p+1)−ωY0(Tkp−p+1)

)]

,

(3.37)
where

Gǫ,δ(z1, ..., zp) =

EZ(ǫ)

[ p
∏

i=1

∫ θi0

0

∫ θiδi

0
R

(

s−u+1δi=1θ
i
0−1δi=−1θ

i
−1, x+ zi+Y(ǫ)

i + ˜̃ωiBi
0
(s)− ˜̃ωibiδi

(u)

)

dsdu

]

. (3.38)

We want to apply Lemma B.1 to (3.37), so we seek to prove that (Gǫ,δ)ǫ>0 satisfies the assumptions
of the lemma, namely that:

L.1 The L1 norm of Gǫ,δ does not depend on ǫ.

L.2 We have

lim
M→∞

sup
ǫ>0

∫

|x|≥M0

Gǫ,δ(x)dx = 0.
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Observe that

||Gǫ,δ||1 = ||ψ ⋆ ψ||1E
[ p
∏

i=1

∫ θi0

0

∫ θiδi

0
φ ⋆ φ(s − u+ 1δi=1θ

i
0 − 1δi=−1θ

i
−1)dsdu

]

,

which is indeed an ǫ−independent constant, so L.1 is true. To prove item L.2 we observe that,
from Proposition A.1 and Corollary A.1,

E

[

1{|kǫ|≥M0}R

(

s− u+ 1δi=1θ
i
0 − 1δi=−1θ

i
−1, x+ Y(ǫ)

i + ˜̃ωiBi
0
(s) − ˜̃ωibiδi

(u)

)]

→ 0,

as M0 → ∞, uniformly in ǫ, where

kǫ = |Y(ǫ)
i | + sup

s≤θi0
| ˜̃ωiBi

0
(s)| + sup

s≤θiδi

|˜̃ωibiδi
(s)|.

Arguing similarly as in Remark B.1, (Gǫ,δ)ǫ>0 satisfies L.2. Therefore, Lemma B.1 implies that
(3.37) is asymptotic to:

(

(γ/2π) log ǫ−1

)p
∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p
||Gǫ,δ||1, (3.39)

as ǫ→ 0.
We need to show that this expression is equal to (||R||1 log ǫ−1/2π)p. Since R(t, x) = φ⋆φ̃(t) ψ⋆

ψ(x) it suffices to show that

∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p
E

[ p
∏

i=1

∫ θi0

0

∫ θiδi

0
φ ⋆ φ(s − u+ 1δi=1θ

i
0 − 1δi=−1θ

i
−1)dsdu

]

= ||φ ⋆ φ̃||1 = ||φ||21

By writing the above expectation explicitly we have to calculate

∑

δ∈{−1,0,+1}p

∞
∑

N∈N3p

p
∏

i=1

γ3(1− γ)N
i
−1+N

i
0+N

i
1−3

p
∏

i=1

∫ N i
0

0

∫ N i
δi

0
φ⋆ φ̃(s−u−1δi=1N

i
0 +1δi=−1N

i
−1)dsdu.

For each δ ∈ {−1, 0,+1}p we partition the set of indices {1, ..., p} into the sets A+ = {δi = 1},
A− = {δi = −1} and A0 = {δi = 0}. Also define:

L0(N) := N ·
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s− u)dsdu+ 2 · (N − 1)

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s + u)dsdu,

L− = L+ :=

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s+ u)dsdu.

With these definitions, the above quantity can be written as

∑

{A0,A−,A+}⊢{1,...,p}

∞
∑

N∈N3p

p
∏

i=1

γ3(1 − γ)N
i
−1+N

i
0+N

i
1−3

∏

i∈A0

L0(N
i
0)L

|A+|
+ L

|A−|
− , (3.40)

where {A0, A−, A+} ⊢ {1, ..., p} means that the sets A0, A−, A+ partition {1, ..., p}, and we sum
over all such partitions. By summing over all N we that (3.40) is equal to

∑

{A0,A−,A+}⊢{1,...,p}
L|A0|
γ L

|A+|
+ L

|A−|
− ,
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where

Lγ :=
1

γ

(
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s− u)dsdu+ 2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s + u)dsdu

)

− 2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s+ u)dsdu.

Therefore (3.40) is equal to
(

Lγ + L+ + L−

)p

= (A(R)/γ)p,

where

A(R) :=

(
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s− u)dsdu+ 2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s + u)dsdu

)

||ψ||21.

This implies that (3.34) is asymptotic to
(

(γ/2π) log ǫ−1

)p

(A(R)/γ)p =

(

A(R)

2π log ǫ−1

)p

.

We will show that A(R) = ||R||1. Since, ||R||1 = ||φ||21||ψ||21 it is sufficient to prove that

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s− u)dsdu+ 2

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
φ ⋆ φ̃(s + u)dsdu = ||φ||21.

By a change of variables s→ s+ u, the first term on the left-hand side is equal to:

∫ 1

0

∫ 1−u

−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu,

while the second term is equal to:

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu+

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

1−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu,

where we also used the fact that φ ⋆ φ̃(s) = 0 for s ≥ 1. By adding these terms we get:

∫ 1

0

(
∫ 1−u

−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu+

∫ 1

u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu+

∫ 1

1−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)ds

)

du.

In the second term inside the integral we use the fact that φ ⋆ φ̃ is symmetric, and we get that the
above integral is equal to:

∫ 1

0

(
∫ 1−u

−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu+

∫ −1

−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu+

∫ 1

1−u
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)ds

)

du =

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

−1
φ ⋆ φ̃(s)dsdu = ||φ||21,

and therefore A(R) = ||R||1.
This proves that (3.39) is equal to (||R||1 log ǫ−1/2π)p which implies that

(

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

)p
∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2,
ki+1>ki+2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

dki,ki−1dki,kidki,ki+1

]

.

converges to 1 as ǫ→ 0. This result implies that

(

2π

||R||1 log ǫ−1

)p
∑

1≤k1<k2<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−2

E

[ p
∏

i=1

(

dki,ki−1dki,kidki,ki+1

)]

(3.41)
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converges to 1 as ǫ→ 0. Indeed for r = 1, ..., p and for 1 ≤ i1 < i2 < ... < ir ≤ p, we define Ai1,...,ir
to be the set:

{ki ∈ N, i = 1, ..., p : 1 ≤ k1 < ... < kp ≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1, kij ≤ kij−1 + 2, ki > ki−1 + 2, i 6= i1, ..., ir}.
(3.42)

The set Ai1,...,ir specifies where the restriction ki+1 > ki + 2 fails. We consider the sum

∑

k1,...,kp∈Ai1,...,ir

E

[ p
∏

i=1

(

dki,ki−1dki,kidki,ki+1

)]

.

Observe that if there is an i such that kir+1 = kir + 1 or kir+1 = kir + 2. By repeating the same
arguments as above, we can prove that this sum is of order (log ǫ−1)p−r = o((log ǫ−1)p) and is
therefore negligible compared to (3.34). This completes the proof.

Corollary 3.2. Let X0, Y0, R,M(ǫ) be as before. Then for every β̂2 < ||R||1/2π

sup
x∈R2,ǫ∈(0,1)

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0
R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu

)]

<∞.

Proof. Using similar arguments as in Proposition 1.1 we have

e
−2ζ

(ǫ)

M(ǫ)/ǫ2E[u(M(ǫ)/ǫ2, x)u(M(ǫ)/ǫ2, 0)] =

ÊB,M(ǫ)/ǫ2

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0
R(s− u, x +B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu

)]

, (3.43)

where we recall that u(t, x) solves (1.4).
Now observe that E[u(t, x)2] = E[u(t, 0)2] for all (t, x). The Cauchy-Schwartz inequality implies

that, for all ǫ > 0, (3.43) is maximized when x = 0. Indeed we have

e
−2ζ

(ǫ)

M(ǫ)/ǫ2E[u(M(ǫ)/ǫ2, x)u(M(ǫ)/ǫ2, 0)] ≤ e
−2ζ

(ǫ)

M(ǫ)/ǫ2E[u(M(ǫ)/ǫ2, 0)2],

and the right-hand side is equal to

ÊB,M(ǫ)/ǫ2

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0
R(s− u,B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu

)]

. (3.44)

Therefore it is sufficient to bound (3.44) for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1). We will use Theorem 3.1 to argue that
(3.44) is bounded for all β̂2 < ||R||1/2π.

We write the expectation in (3.44) as an expectation involving paths built from the Markov
chain. We choose T = M(ǫ)/ǫ2, τ = 1, N = [M(ǫ)/ǫ2 − 1]. We sample independently two
random vectors (X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1), (X

2
0 , ...,X

2
Nǫ+1) as described in Section 3.1 (recall that X1

0 ,X
2
0 ∈

Ωτ and X1
Nǫ+1,X

2
Nǫ+1 ∈ ΩM(ǫ)/ǫ2−τ−Nǫ

). Recall that [Xi
0, ...,X

i
Nǫ+1] denotes the path built from

(Xi
0, ...,X

i
Nǫ+1) as in (3.1). From (3.13), the expectation in (3.43) is equal to

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,M(ǫ)/ǫ−2]2
R(s−u, x+[X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1](s)− [X2

0 , ...,X
2
Nǫ+1](u))dsdu

)

Gǫ(XN , YN )

]

,

where Gǫ is defined by (3.12). From Remark 3.1, Gǫ converges to 1 uniformly as ǫ → 0. Further-
more, since R is bounded, we have

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,M(ǫ)/ǫ2]2
R(s− u, [X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1](s) − [X2

0 , ...,X
2
Nǫ+1](u))dsdu

)

Gǫ(XNǫ , YNǫ)

]

.
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E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]2
R(s− u, [X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1](s) − [X2

0 , ...,X
2
Nǫ+1](u))dsdu

)]

.

Observe that the integral in the right-hand side is over [0, [M(ǫ)/ǫ2] − 1]2 instead of [0,M(ǫ)/ǫ2]2.
This ensures that X1

Nǫ+1,X
2
Nǫ+1 will not appear in the above expectation. Hence, we can consider

the paths that appear in the integral above as built from π̂(ǫ). Therefore, they are almost like
the paths in the statement of Thoerem 3.1, with the only difference being the distribution of
the initial segment. From Lemma 3.1 we can replace X1

0 ,X
2
0 by independent Brownian motions.

More specifically, if (ωX0 , ωY0) is a pair of paths built from π̂(ǫ) with (X0, Y0) ∼ W1 ×W1 as the
initial condition, then

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,M(ǫ)/ǫ2]2
R(s− u, [X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1](s) − [X2

0 , ...,X
2
Nǫ+1](u))dsdu

)]

.

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]2
R(s− u, ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu

)]

.

for all ǫ > 0 and x ∈ R
2. This proves that for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1)

ÊB,M(ǫ)/ǫ2

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0

∫ M(ǫ)/ǫ−2

0
R(s− u,B1(s) −B2(u))dsdu

)]

.

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]2
R(s− u, ωX0(s) − ωY0(u))dsdu

)]

.

From Theorem 3.1 we have

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]2
R(s− u, ωX0(s) − ωX0(u))dsdu

)]

<∞,

which concludes the proof.

Remark 3.3. Recall that
√

2π/||R||1 = β̂c(R). Theorem 3.1 implies that

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]]2
R(s− u, x+ ωX0(s) − ωX0(u))dsdu

)]

→
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

,

as ǫ→ 0. Moreover, arguing similarly as in the proof of Corollary 3.2 we can prove that

E[uǫ(t, x)2] →
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

,

as ǫ→ 0.

4 Proof of Proposition 1.4

In this section, we will prove Proposition 1.4. Recall the formula for Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ)):

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ)) =

∫

R4

∫

[0,1]2
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe

Jǫ(M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ))]

2
∏

i=1

φ(si)ψ(xi)ds̄dx̄, (4.1)
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where

Iǫ(x1, x2, y, s1, s2, r) =
2
∏

i=1

g(ǫxi − ǫBi
(t−r)/ǫ2−si + y) (4.2)

and

Jǫ(M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ)) =
β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M1(ǫ)

−1

∫ M2(ǫ)

−1
Rφ(u1, u2)ψ ⋆ ψ(x1 − x2 + ∆B1

(t−r)/ǫ2−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1

−∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2,

(4.3)

with Rφ as in (1.21). Finally, recall that M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ) satisfy the following assumptions:

A.1 0 ≤M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ) ≤ r.

A.2 For i = 1, 2, logMi(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0, as ǫ→ 0.

A.3 Either M1(ǫ) = M2(ǫ) or for all ǫ small enough M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0, for some c.

First, we argue that it is sufficient to prove Proposition 1.4 in the case M1(ǫ) = M2(ǫ). Indeed,
recall from Remark 1.1 that if M1(ǫ) −M2(ǫ) ≥ c > 0, then for all ǫ small enough

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) = Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2 + 1,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2).

From (4.3) we get that

Jǫ(M2(ǫ)/ǫ2 + 1,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) = Rǫ + Jǫ(M2(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2), (4.4)

with

Rǫ :=
β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M2(ǫ)/ǫ2+1

M2(ǫ)/ǫ2

∫ M2(ǫ)/ǫ2

−1
Rφ(u1, u2)ψ ⋆ ψ(x1 − x2 + ∆B1

(t−r)/ǫ2−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1

−∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2. (4.5)

Recall that, since φ is supported on [0, 1], Rφ(u1, u2) = 0 when |u1 − u2| ≥ 1. Therefore, Rǫ is
equal to

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ M2(ǫ)/ǫ2+1

M2(ǫ)/ǫ2

∫ M2(ǫ)/ǫ2

M2(ǫ)/ǫ2−1
Rφ(u1, u2)ψ ⋆ ψ(x1 − x2 + ∆B1

(t−r)/ǫ2−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1

−∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2.

Since Rφ and ψ ⋆ ψ are bounded, we conclude that this term (and therefore Rǫ) converges to 0 as
ǫ → 0, uniformly over the paths B1, B2 and over r, y, s, x1, x2. Now, assume for the moment that
Proposition 1.4 is true for Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2). Then, from our observations about Rǫ,
(4.1), (4.4) and from Holder’s inequality

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) −Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) → 0,

as ǫ→ 0 and
Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) . Fǫ(r, y,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2),
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for all ǫ. Hence, Proposition 1.4 is true for Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) as well.
Therefore, we will focus on

Fǫ(r, y,M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2),

where M(ǫ) satisfies the assumptions A.1 and A.2 described above. For this case, we prove Propo-

sition 1.4 in Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.4. First, we will calculate the limit of ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ exp(Jǫ)].
Our main strategy will be to try to decouple Iǫ and Jǫ. This means that asymptotically we should
have

ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ exp(Jǫ)

]

≈ ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ]ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ)].

Then the expectation
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ)]

should converge to a constant, giving us the effective variance and

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ]

should converge to pt−r ⋆ g(y)2, where pt is the two-dimensional heat kernel. This heuristic is made
formal in Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.1. For all β̂ < β̂c(R) we have that

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ] → pt−r ⋆ g(y)2,

and

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2))] →
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

,

as ǫ→ 0.

Proof. We calculate the limit of ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ] first. Observe that Iǫ is a functional of two independent
paths distributed according to the exponentially tilted measure (1.10). We will emphasize this
dependence by writing it as Iǫ(B

1, B2). We replace the paths that appear in (4.2) with paths built
from the Markov chain constructed in Section 3.1. More specifically set

T = t/ǫ2, τ = (t− r)/ǫ2 − [(t− r)/ǫ2] and Nǫ = [t/ǫ2 − τ ].

We sample independently two random vectors (X̃1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1), (X̃2

0 , ..., X̃
2
Nǫ+1) as described in

Section 3.1, with X̃1
0 , X̃

2
0 ∈ Ωτ and X̃1

Nǫ+1, X̃
2
Nǫ+1 ∈ Ωt/ǫ2−τ−Nǫ

. Then from (3.13), we have that:

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ(B
1, B2)] = E

[

Gǫ(X1
Nǫ
,X2

Nǫ
)Iǫ([X̃

1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1], [X̃

2
0 , ..., X̃

2
Nǫ+1])

]

,

with Gǫ as in (3.12). From Remark 3.1 Gǫ converges to 1 uniformly as ǫ → 0. Therefore, it is
sufficient to calculate:

E

[

Iǫ([X̃
1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1], [X̃2

0 , ..., X̃
2
Nǫ+1])

]

,

as ǫ→ 0.
We see that the term in the above expectation is a functional of (X̃1

0 , ..., X̃
1
Nǫ+1) and (X̃2

0 , ..., X̃
2
Nǫ+1).

We will apply Lemma 3.1 and replace the steps of these two trajectories of the Markov chain at
[(t− r)/ǫ2] and [(t− r)/ǫ2] + 1 by independent Brownian motions that are also independent of the
previous steps. More specifically, consider the sequences (X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1) and (X2

0 , ...,X
2
Nǫ+1), which
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are generated in the same way as (X̃1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1) and (X̃2

0 , ..., X̃
2
Nǫ+1) respectively, but at the steps

k = [(t − r)/ǫ2], [(t − r)/ǫ2] + 1 we sample (Xi
k,X

i
k) ∼ W1 ×W1, i = 1, 2 independently from the

previous steps (also (Xi
k,X

i
k), (Xj

k ,X
j
k) are independent for i 6= j). Let ωX1

0
= [X1

0 , ...,X
1
Nǫ+1] and

ωX2
0

= [X2
0 , ...,X

2
Nǫ+1] be the corresponding paths built according to (3.1). Then, from Lemma

3.1 and Remark 3.2, there are constants Aǫ,Bǫ going to 1 as ǫ→ 0 such that:

AǫE

[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)

]

≤ E

[

Iǫ([X̃
1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1], [X̃

2
0 , ..., X̃

2
Nǫ+1])

]

≤ BǫE
[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)

]

.

Therefore, it is sufficient to calculate the limit of:

E

[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)

]

.

By adding and subtracting the term ǫωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1) in (4.2) we have:

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) =

2
∏

i=1

g(ǫxi− ǫωXi
0
([(t−r)/ǫ2]+τ−1)− ǫ(ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si)−ωXi

0
([(t−r)/ǫ2]+τ−1))+yi).

Recall that (ωX , ωY ) denotes a pair of paths built from π̂(ǫ) = π̂(ǫ) × π̂(ǫ), with (X,Y ) ∼W1 ×W1

as an initial step. For si ∈ [0, 1], from (3.1) and the fact that (Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2])i=1,2 are independent

Brownian motions in Ω1, independent from the previous steps of the Markov chain, we get that

(ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1))i=1,2 =

(ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1 + 1 − si) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1))i=1,2

d
= (ωXi

[(t−r)/ǫ2]
(1 − si))i=1,2,

where the last equality is in distribution. The right hand side for si ∈ [0, 1] is equal to (Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2](1−

si))i=1,2 which are independent from ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1), i = 1, 2. Since (X1

[(t−r)/ǫ2],X
2
[(t−r)/ǫ2]) ∼

W1 ×W1, Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) is equal in distribution to:

2
∏

i=1

g(ǫxi − ǫωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1) − ǫB̃i

(1−si) + yi)

where (B̃i)i=1,2 are independent Brownian motions, independent from (ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1))i=1,2.

By Lemma 4.2, proved below, and Remark 4.10,

(ǫωX1
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1), ǫωX2

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1))

converges in distribution, as ǫ → 0, to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance (t −
r)I4×4. Therefore

E[Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)] → pt−r ⋆ g(y)2,

as ǫ→ 0 and therefore ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ(B
1, B2)] → pt−r ⋆ g(y)2, as ǫ→ 0.

Now we look at ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ)]. Let Aǫ = [−1,M(ǫ)/ǫ2]2 ∩
(

[0, [M(ǫ)/ǫ2] − 1]2
)c

. We write

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2)] = ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(J̃ǫ(B
1, B2) + Jǫ(B1, B2))]
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where:

J̃ǫ(B
1, B2) =

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1

0
R(u1 − u2, x1 − x2 + ∆B1

(t−r)/ǫ1−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1−

∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2

(4.6)

and

Jǫ(B1, B2) =
β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫

Aǫ

Rφ(u1, u2)ψ ⋆ ψ(x1 − x2 + ∆B1
(t−r)/ǫ1−s1,(t−r)/ǫ2+u1−

∆B2
(t−r)/ǫ2−s2,(t−r)/ǫ2+u2)du1du2 (4.7)

where we also used the fact that Rφ(u1, u2) = φ⋆ φ̃(u1 −u2) when u1, u2 ≥ 0. By arguing similarly
as we did for Rǫ, defined in (4.5), we can see that Jǫ(B1, B2) → 0, as ǫ → 0, uniformly over B1, B2.
Therefore to calculate ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2)] as ǫ→ 0, it is sufficient to calculate

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(J̃ǫ(B
1, B2)],

as ǫ → 0. Using Lemma 3.1 and arguing similarly as we did in the calculation of ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ], we
see that it is enough to calculate the limit of:

E[exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
))]. (4.8)

By adding and subtracting ωX1
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) and ωX2

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) in (4.6) the paths in

the spatial term inside the integral can be written as:

2
∑

i=1

(

ωXi
0
((t− r)/ǫ2 + u1)−ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ)

)

+

(

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ)−ωXi

0
((t− r)/ǫ2 − si)

)

(4.9)
We deal with the two terms in the above sum, separately. Observe that for i = 1 and for i = 2 the
corresponding summands are independent, by construction. We prove that

I.1 For i = 1, 2 the term (ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) −ωXi

0
((t− r)/ǫ2 − si))si∈[0,1] is equal in distri-

bution to a Brownian motion (B̃i
si)si∈[0,1].

I.2 For i = 1, 2 the term (ωXi
0
((t− r)/ǫ2 + u1) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1] is equal

in distribution to (ωXi
[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1

(ui))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1].

I.3 The terms
(ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) −ωXi

0
((t− r)/ǫ2 − si))si∈[0,1]

and
(ωXi

0
((t− r)/ǫ2 + u1) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]

are independent.

Observe that these three items, along with Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2, give us the desired
limit for (4.8). Indeed, J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
) is equal in distribution to

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1

0
R

(

u1−u2, x1−x2+

2
∑

i=1

B̃i
si+ωX1

[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1
(u1)−ωX2

[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1
(u2)

)

du1du2,
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where (B̃1
s1)s1∈[0,1], (B̃

2
s2)s1∈[0,1] are two independent Brownian motions that are also independent

from
(ωX1

[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1
(u1), ωX2

[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1
(u2))u1,u2∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1].

Also, recall that (X1
[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1,X

2
[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1) ∼ W1 × W1. Now, if b1, b2 ∈ Ω1 are two (generic)

Brownian motions, this equality in distribution proves that

E

[

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
))

]

=

∫

R2

∫

R2

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0
R

(

u1 − u2, x1 − x2 + y1 + y2+

ωb1(u1) − ωb2(u2)

)

du1du2

)]

ps1(y1)ps2(y2)dy1dy2.

(4.10)

Now we apply Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 and get that:

E

[

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
))

]

→
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

,

as ǫ → 0. Finally, from our previous remarks, ÊB,t/ǫ2 [exp(Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2))] has the same
limit.

It is therefore sufficient to prove items I.1-I.3. To prove the item I.1 we add and subtract
ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1). We have that

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si) =

(

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ)−ωXi

0
([(t−r)/ǫ2]+τ−1)

)

−
(

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si)−ωXi

0
([(t−r)/ǫ2]+τ−1)

)

.

Recall that Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2] is sampled from the Wiener measure W1, independently from the previous

steps. From this observation and (3.1) the right-hand side, for si ∈ [0, 1], is equal in distribution
to:

ωXi
[(t−r)/ǫ2]

(1) − ωXi
[(t−r)/ǫ2]

(1 − si). (4.11)

Now for si ∈ [0, 1] this is equal to Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2](1) − Xi

[(t−r)/ǫ2](1 − si) which is distributed like a

Brownian motion at 1 − (1 − si) = si independent from Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2](1 − si). This proves item I.1.

Now we focus on

(ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ + ui) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1] (4.12)

Since Xi
[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1 is sampled from W1, independently from the previous steps, (4.12) is independent

from (ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ)−ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si))si∈[0,1]. This proves item I.3. Furthermore,

since M(ǫ) ≤ r we have
t− r

ǫ2
+ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2] − 1 ≤ τ +Nǫ,

This means that for ui ∈ [0, [M(ǫ)/ǫ2] − 1], the step Xi
Nǫ+1 (which is sampled using π̂ǫNǫ,Nǫ+1,

defined in (3.9)) does not appear in the path

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ + ui) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1].

Using (3.1) this implies that (4.12) is equal in distribution to (ωXi
[(t−r)/ǫ2]+1

(ui))ui∈[0,[M(ǫ)/ǫ2]−1]

(which is built using only π̂(ǫ)). This proves item I.2 and concludes the proof.
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The lemma that we used in the calculation of the limit of ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫ] is the following:

Lemma 4.2. For t > 0 and for (X0, Y0) ∼W1 ×W1 and (ωX0 , ωY0) built from π̂(ǫ) we have that:

(

ǫωX0([t/ǫ2]), ǫωX0([t/ǫ2])

)

converges in distribution to (N1,N2) where Ni ∈ R
2 are two independent centered Gaussian random

variables with covariance matrix tI2×2.

Proof. Since (ωX0 , ωY0) is a pair of independent paths each built from π̂(ǫ) it is enough to prove
this for ωX0 . Define:

N ǫ
t = max{i/ Ti < [t/ǫ2]}.

From similar arguments as in Proposition A.1 and A.2, the random variable

ǫ

[t/ǫ2]
∑

k=0

X
(ǫ)
k

converges in distribution, as ǫ→ 0, to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix
t
γ I2×2. Furthermore, since Tn/n→ 1/γ a.s as n→ ∞ we see that:

ǫ

Nǫ
t−1
∑

k=0

X
(ǫ)
k (4.13)

converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix tI2×2.
Finally, from Corollary A.1 it is easy to see that:

ǫ|ωX0([t/ǫ2]) −
Nǫ

t
∑

k=0

X
(ǫ)
k | . sup

s∈[TNǫ
t−1,TNǫ

t
]
ǫ|ωX0([t/ǫ2]) − ωX0(TNǫ

t−1)| → 0, (4.14)

a.s. as ǫ→ 0. This completes the proof.

Remark 4.1. Observe that this implies that ǫωX0([t/ǫ2]) (where X0 ∼ Wτ , τ < 1) converges in
distribution to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance tI2×2. Indeed, observe that

ǫωX0(N ǫ
t ) is equal to (4.13) where only X

(ǫ)
0 has a different distribution from X

(ǫ)
k , k ≥ 1. Then

by following the same arguments as in the proof above, we see that (4.14) is still valid for ωX0. So
it converges to a Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix tI2×2. Finally if (ωX0 ,ωY0)
are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 they are independent and therefore (ǫωX0([t/ǫ2]), ǫωX0([t/ǫ2]))
converges in distribution to (N1,N2).

Now we show that Iǫ and exp(Jǫ) decouple asymptotically. This is done in the proof of the
following lemma:

Lemma 4.3. For all β̂ < β̂c(R) we have that

ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ exp(Jǫ)

]

→
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

pt−r ⋆ g(y)2,

as ǫ→ 0.
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Proof. Using the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 we have that

ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ exp(Jǫ)

]

= ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ(B
1, B2) exp(J̃ǫ(B

1, B2) + Jǫ(B1, B2))

]

,

where J̃ǫ(B
1, B2) and Jǫ(B1, B2) are defined in (4.6) and (4.7), respectively. Since Jǫ(B1, B2) → 0,

as ǫ→ 0, uniformly over the paths B1, B2, it is sufficient to consider

ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ(B
1, B2) exp(J̃ǫ(B

1, B2))

]

,

and calculate its limit as ǫ→ 0.
From (3.13) this expectation is equal to:

E

[

Gǫ(X̃1
Nǫ
, X̃2

Nǫ
)Iǫ([X̃

1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1], [X̃

2
0 , ..., X̃

2
Nǫ+1]) exp(J̃ǫ([X̃

1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1], [X̃

2
0 , ..., X̃

2
Nǫ+1]))

]

,

where (X̃1
0 , ..., X̃

1
Nǫ+1) and (X̃2

0 , ..., X̃
2
Nǫ+1) are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1. Combining the fact

that Gǫ converges to 1 uniformly and Lemma 3.1 we see that there are constants Aǫ,Bǫ such that:

AǫE

[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
))

]

≤ ÊB,t/ǫ2

[

Iǫ exp(Jǫ)

]

≤

BǫE
[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
))

]

, (4.15)

where ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 and Aǫ,Bǫ → 1, as ǫ→ 0.

The terms Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) and J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
) are independent. More specifically, the term

(4.9), that appears in J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
), is independent from Iǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
). Indeed, observe that

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ + u1)−ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ), i = 1, 2 is independent from the paths ωX1

0
,ωX2

0

at all times before [(t − r)/ǫ2] + τ , and specifically from all times that appear in Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
).

The other terms ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ) −ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si) as mentioned in the comments

after (4.11) are independent from ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1) and from ωXi

0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − si) −

ωXi
0
([(t− r)/ǫ2] + τ − 1) and therefore from Iǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
) as well. Therefore, Iǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
) and

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)) are indeed independent.

Finally, from the proof of Lemma 4.1

E

[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
)

]

→ pt−r ⋆ g(y)2

and

E

[

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
))

]

→
(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

,

as ǫ→ 0. This, combined with (4.15), concludes the proof.

Now Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3 combined gives us the following:
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Lemma 4.4. As ǫ→ 0 and for all β̂ < β̂c(R):

Fǫ(r, y,M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2) → v2eff (β̂)pt−r ⋆ g(y)2,

where

v2eff (β̂) =

(

1 − β̂2

β̂c(R)2

)−1

· ||R||1.

Proof. Recall the definition of Fǫ(r, y,M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2) in (4.1) and of Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2)
in (4.3), where we emphasize the dependence of Jǫ on x1, x2, s1, s2. From Lemma 4.3, we see that
if

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe
Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)]

is bounded for all sufficiently small ǫ and uniformly in x1, x2, s1, s2 then, from the dominated
convergence theorem4, Fǫ(r, y) → v2eff (β̂)pt−r ⋆ g(y)2 as ǫ→ 0. We will prove that

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe
Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)] . 1, (4.16)

uniformly in x1, x2, s1, s2.
From (4.15) we have

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iǫe
Jǫ(M(ǫ)/ǫ2,M(ǫ)/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)] . E

[

Iǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
;x1, x2, s1, s2))

]

.

Since g has compact support we see that:

E

[

Ĩǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
) exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1

0
,ωX2

0
;x1, x2, s1, s2))

]

. E

[

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
;x1, x2, s1, s2))

]

.

Recall that, from (4.10)

E

[

exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
;x1, x2, s1, s2))

]

=

∫

R2

∫

R2

E

[

exp

(

β2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0
R

(

u1 − u2, x1 − x2 + y1 + y2 + ωb1(u1)−

ωb2(u2)

)

du1du2

)]

ps1(y1)ps2(y2)dy1dy2, (4.17)

where b1, b2 are two independent Brownian motions in Ω1.
Consider the term

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0
R

(

u1 − u2, x1 − x2 + y1 + y2 + ωb1(u1) − ωb2(u2)

)

du1du2

)]

.

Then from Proposition 3.2 we have

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

E

[

exp

(

β̂2

log ǫ−1

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0

∫ [M(ǫ)/ǫ2]

0
R

(

u1−u2, x1−x2+y1+y2+ωb1(u1)−ωb2(u2)

)

du1du2

)]

. 1,

4Recall that φ and ψ are compactly supported.
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uniformly over x1, x2, y1, y2. From (4.17) we get that

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

E[exp(J̃ǫ(ωX1
0
,ωX2

0
;x1, x2, y1, y2, s1, s2))] . 1,

uniformly over x1, x2, y1, y2, s1, s2, which in turn proves the uniform bound (4.16). This concludes
the proof.

Finally, we prove the uniform bound (1.25):

Lemma 4.5. Let β̂ < β̂c(R) and k > 0. Then

|Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2)| . (1 ∧ |y|−k),

where the implied constant depends only on k.

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 4.4 and the observations at the start of this section, it is easy
to infer that for any p > 1 such that pβ̂ < β̂c(R)

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [epJǫ((M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)] . 1,

Hence, from Hölder’s inequality

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) .

∫

R4

∫

[0,1]2
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [Iqǫ ]1/q

2
∏

i=1

φ(si)ψ(xi)ds̄dx̄,

where 1/p + 1/q = 1. This implies that:

Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)/ǫ2) .

∫

R2

∫

[0,1]
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [g(ǫx− ǫB(t−r)/ǫ2−s + y)q]1/qφ(s)ψ(x)dsdx,

since g is compactly supported. Observe that for all k:

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [1|ǫB(t−r)/ǫ2−s|>M ] .
1

M2k
,

where the implied constant depends on k. The proof of this inequality is the same as in [GRZ18]
(look at Lemma 5.3 of the same paper) only we use Corollary A.1 whenever they use Lemma A.2.
With this inequality and since g and compactly supported:

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [g(ǫx − ǫB(t−r)/ǫ2−s + y)q]1/q . 1 ∧ 1

|y|k ,

which implies (1.25).

As mentioned, Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 prove Proposition 1.4. We also have the
following corollary:

Corollary 4.1. For all β̂ < β̂c(R) we have that

Var

(

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x) −E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx

)

converges, as ǫ → 0, to

Var

(
∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx

)

,

where U is the solution to the Edwards-Wilkinson equation (1.3), with effective diffusivity equal to
I2×2 and effective variance veff defined as in (1.6).
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Proof. We have

β̂2v2eff (β̂)

∫ t

0

∫

R2

pt−r ⋆ g(y)2dydr = Var

(
∫

R2

U(t, x)g(x)dx

)

.

We want to apply Proposition 1.4 to the formula for the variance that we got from Proposition

1.3. As mentioned in the remark after Proposition 1.3 that formula has some modifications.
Recall that s1, s2 in (4.1) will lie in [0, (t− r)/ǫ2] and u1, u2 will lie in [−(t− r)/ǫ2,M1(ǫ)], [−(t−
r)/ǫ2,M2(ǫ)]. Let F ǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ)) be defined by (4.1) but with these modifications. Then
we have that

Var

(

√

log ǫ−1

∫

R2

e
−ζ(ǫ)

t/ǫ2 (uǫ(t, x)−E[uǫ(t, x)])g(x)dx

)

= β̂

∫ t

0

∫

R2

F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2)dydr. (4.18)

As argued in Section 2 the differences between F ǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ)) and Fǫ(r, y,M1(ǫ),M2(ǫ))
come up only when t− r ≤ ǫ2. Therefore, for fixed r, y

F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2) = Fǫ(r, y, r/ǫ2, r/ǫ2),

for all ǫ small enough. This proves that F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2) → v2eff (β̂)pt−r ⋆ g(y)2, as ǫ → 0. From

this observation and (4.18), we see that to prove the corollary we need to bound F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2)

by an integrable function so we can apply the dominated convergence theorem.
More specifically, we argue that F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ

2, r/ǫ2) satisfies the uniform bound (1.25). Indeed,
observe that if Jǫ(r/ǫ

2, r/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2) is defined by (4.3) but with the range of u1, u2 changed
to [−(t− r)/ǫ2, r/ǫ2] then, since r ∈ (0, t) we have

Jǫ(r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2) ≤ J ′

ǫ(t/ǫ
2, t/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2),

for all ǫ, where J ′
ǫ(t/ǫ

2, t/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2) is also defined by (4.3) but with the range of u1, u2 changed
to [−t/ǫ2, t/ǫ2]. For all ǫ small enough J ′

ǫ(t/ǫ
2, t/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2) = Jǫ(t/ǫ

2, t/ǫ2;x1, x2, s1, s2), since
Rφ(u1, u2) = 0 when u1 ≤ −1 or u2 ≤ −1. This proves that for p > 1 such that pβ̂ < β̂c(R) we
have

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [epJǫ(r/ǫ2,r/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)] . sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

ÊB,t/ǫ2 [epJǫ(t/ǫ
2,t/ǫ2;x1,x2,s1,s2)] . 1,

uniformly over x1, x2, s1, s2 and r. From this estimate, and since g, φ are compactly supported, we
get that

F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ
2, r/ǫ2) .

∫

R2

∫

[0,(t−r)/ǫ2]2
ÊB,t/ǫ2 [g(ǫx− ǫBi

(t−r)/ǫ2−s + y)q]1/qφ(s)ψ(x)dsdx,

where 1/p + 1/q = 1. Now, by arguing in the same way as we did in the proof of Lemma 4.5 we
can prove that the uniform bound (1.25) is satisfied by F ǫ(r, y, r/ǫ

2, r/ǫ2), for all ǫ small enough.
This concludes the proof.

A Estimates on the Total Path Increments

In this appendix, we study the properties of the path increments between regeneration times. The
main result is a local central limit theorem for sums of the total path increments that makes it
possible to estimate the limiting distribution of additive functionals of ωX0(Tk) − ωY0(Tk). The
latter is done in the next appendix.
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Proposition A.1. The random variable X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 has zero mean. Moreover, as ǫ→ 0, X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

converges in total variation to
∑θ−1

j=0 Nj where:

• (Nj)j∈N0 are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with covariance matrix 2 · I2×2.

• θ ∼ Geo(γ) and is independent from the (Nj)j∈N.

Moreover, X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 has exponential moments uniformly in ǫ, i.e. for all λ ∈ R

2 small enough

sup
ǫ>0

E[exp(λ · (X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 ))] . 1. (A.1)

Finally, the covariance matrix of X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 is bounded in ǫ and converges to 2

γ I2×2 as ǫ→ 0.

Proof. By symmetry, X
(ǫ)
1 − Y

(ǫ)
1 has zero mean. In fact, it is easy to see that X

(ǫ)
1 − Y

(ǫ)
1 is a

symmetric random variable.

First, we show that X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 converges to a Gaussian. Inequality (3.24) implies that

∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1AN
ǫ P

(N−1
∑

j=0

Nj ∈ A

)

≤ P(X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 ∈ A) ≤

∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1BNǫ P

(N−1
∑

j=0

Nj ∈ A

)

,

(A.2)
where Nj are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with covariance matrix 2·I2×2, and where Aǫ, Bǫ → 1
as ǫ→ 0. From dominated convergence

lim
ǫ→0

P

(

X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 ∈ A

)

= P

(θ−1
∑

j=0

Nj ∈ A

)

.

We prove that this convergence happens uniformly over A. Observe that (A.2) implies that for
Cǫ(N) = (BNǫ − 1) ∨ (1 −AN

ǫ )5 and for a generic θ ∼ Geo(γ), independent from (Nj)j∈N, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

P(X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 ∈ A) − P

(θ−1
∑

j=0

Nj ∈ A
)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1Cǫ(N)P

(N−1
∑

j=0

Nj ∈ A

)

.

For all Borel sets A ⊆ R
2, the right-hand side of the above inequality is bounded above by

∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1Cǫ(N),

which converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0. Therefore, X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 converges in total variation to

∑θ−1
j=0 Nj.

We use (3.24) to show (A.1). We choose F (x) = exp(λ · x/c). Then, from (3.24), there is a
constant Bǫ:

E[F (X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )] ≤

∞
∑

N=1

BNǫ γ(1 − γ)N−1
E
X

(N),Y(N) [F (X(N) −Y(N))],

where (X(N),Y(N)) are as in (3.24). Since X(N),Y(N) are Gaussian, we get:

E[F (X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )] ≤

∞
∑

N=1

BNǫ γ(1 − γ)N−1eN |λ|2 ,

which is finite for all ǫ > 0, for λ small enough (recall that Bǫ → 1 as ǫ→ 0).
The last part of the proposition follows from a similar calculation as above, and tightness.

5Observe that Aǫ ≤ 1 ≤ Bǫ.
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Remark A.1. Inequality (A.2) implies that X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 has a density with respect to the Lebesgue

measure. This observation, combined with Proposition A.1, implies that the characteristic func-

tion of X
(ǫ)
1 − Y

(ǫ)
1 converges uniformly to the corresponding characteristic function of

∑θ−1
j=0 Nj.

This implies that for all ǫ small enough the characteristic function of X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 is integrable and,

therefore the density of X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 is in L∞(R2). It is also easy to see that all mixed moments of

X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 are bounded in ǫ.

The observations in Remark A.1 lead us to the following central limit theorem (and its local
version):

Proposition A.2. Let (X0, Y0) ∼W1 ×W1. Then as k → ∞ and ǫ → 0, the random variable

1√
k

(ωX0(Tk) − ωY0(Tk))

converges in distribution to a normal random variable in R
2 with covariance matrix 2

γ I2×2. Fur-

thermore, if F
(ǫ)
k is the density of ωX0(Tk) − ωY0(Tk) with respect to the Lebesque measure, then

sup
x∈R2

|kF (ǫ)
k (x) − γ

4π
exp(−γ|x|2/4k)| → 0, (A.3)

as k → ∞ and ǫ→ 0.

Proof. Recall that X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 has zero mean. The central limit theorem is proved via a standard

calculation of the characteristic function. In particular, from (3.18) we have

φ 1√
k
(ωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk))

(η) = (φ
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(η/
√
k))k,

where φX denotes the characteristic function of the random variable X.

As we observed in Remark A.1, all mixed moments of the vector X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 are bounded in

ǫ. Therefore, Taylor’s expansion yields

φ 1√
k
(ωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk))

(η) =

(

1 − η∗ · E[(X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )(X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )∗] · η

2k
+ Rǫ,k(η)

)k

,

where the error term Rǫ,k(η) satisfies the bound

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

|Rǫ,k(η)| = o(1/k)|η|2.

From Proposition A.1

E[(X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )(X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )∗] → 2/γI2×2,

as ǫ→ 0. Therefore:
φ 1√

k
(ωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk))

(η) → exp(−|η|2/γ), (A.4)

as k → ∞, ǫ→ 0.

If F
(ǫ)
k (x) is the probability density of ωX0(Tk) − ωY0(Tk), then by Fourier inversion,

F
(ǫ)
k (x) =

1

(2π)2

∫

R2

exp(−ix · η)φωX0
(Tk)−ωY0

(Tk)(η)dη. (A.5)

To prove (A.3), we go through the following steps:
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F.1 X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 has a density f

X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

∈ L2(R2). There is an ǫ′0 > 0, such that

sup
ǫ≤ǫ′0

∫

R2

f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(x)2dx . 1. (A.6)

F.2 There is an ǫ′′0 and an A such that

F
(ǫ)
k (x) =

1

(2π)2k

∫

|η|≤A
√
k

exp(−i(x · η)/
√
k)φωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk)(η/

√
k)dη + Rǫ,k, (A.7)

with the error term Rǫ,k satisfying the bound

sup
ǫ≤ǫ′′0

|Rǫ,k| . 2−k.

F.3 As k → ∞ and ǫ→ 0
∫

|η|≤A
√
k
|φωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk)(η/

√
k) − exp(−|η|2/γ)|dη → 0. (A.8)

F.4 As k → ∞,

1

(2π)2

∫

|η|≤A
√
k

exp(−i(x · η)/
√
k) exp(−|η|2/γ)dη =

γ

4π
exp(−γ|x|2/4k) + o(1). (A.9)

Equations (A.7)-(A.9) prove that:

F
(ǫ)
k (x) =

γ

4πk
exp(−γ|x|2/4k) + R′

ǫ,k · 1/k,

where the error term R′
ǫ,k goes to 0, as k → ∞ and ǫ→ 0. This proves (A.3).

To prove (A.6), recall that from Remark A.1 X
(ǫ)
1 − Y

(ǫ)
1 has a density with respect to the

Lebesgue measure, which we denote by f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

. From (3.24)

∫

R2

f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(x)2dx = E
X

(ǫ)
1 ,Y

(ǫ)
1

[f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 )] ≤

∞
∑

N=1

BN
ǫ γ(1 − γ)N−1

E
X

(N),Y(N) [f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(X(N) −Y(N))],

where (X(N),Y(N)) are as in (3.24) and Bǫ → 1 as ǫ → 0. Since the random variables X(N),Y(N)

are Gaussian, we have:

∫

R2

f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(x)2dx .

∞
∑

N=1

1

N
BN
ǫ γ(1 − γ)N−1

∫

R2

f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(x)dx . 1,

for all ǫ ≤ ǫ′0, where ǫ′0 is such that supǫ≤ǫ′0 Bǫ <
1

(1+γ)(1−γ) . This proves (A.6).

To prove (A.7) we do a change of variables η → η/
√
k in the integral in (A.5). Then, we split

the integral over the regions |η| > A
√
k and |η| ≤ A

√
k. The proof of (A.7) reduces to proving

that there is an A and an ǫ′′0 such that:

sup
ǫ≤ǫ′′0

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

k

∫

|η|>A
√
k
φωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk)(η/

√
k)dη

∣

∣

∣

∣

. 2−k. (A.10)
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We have that:

1

k

∫

|η|>A
√
k
|φωX0

(Tk)−ωY0
(Tk)(η/

√
k)|dη ≤ sup

|η|>A
|φ

X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(η)|k−2 1

k

∫

R2

|φ
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(η/
√
k)|2dη.

(A.11)
The second term in the right-hand side of (A.11), after a change of variables η →

√
kη and

Plancerel’s theorem, is equal to (2π)2
∫

R2 f
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(x)2dx which, from (A.6), is bounded in ǫ ≤ ǫ′0.

The first term on the right-hand side of (A.11) is exponentially small. Indeed, from Proposition

A.1, for all η
φ
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(η) → φY(η),

where Y =
∑θ−1

i=0 Ni, with θ and (Ni)i∈N0 as in Proposition A.1. This convergence happens

uniformly in η, since X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 , Y are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure

and X
(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1 converges to Y in total variation, as ǫ → 0. A straightforward calculation shows

that:
φY(η) =

γ

e|η|2/2 − (1 − γ)
.

Therefore, there is an A such that sup|η|>A |φY(η)| ≤ 1/4. This implies that, there is an ǫ′′0 ≤ ǫ′0
such that for all ǫ ≤ ǫ′′0

sup
|η|≥A

|φ
X

(ǫ)
1 −Y

(ǫ)
1

(η)| ≤ 1/2,

which proves (A.10).
The proof of (A.8) goes along the same lines as the proofs of local limit theorems found in

[LL10]. We skip the details. Finally, Gaussian integration proves (A.9) and this concludes the
proof.

Finally, we are going to need the following corollary. It is the analog of Lemma A.2 from
[GRZ18]:

Corollary A.1. Let (Xk, Yk)k∈N0 be a sequence of random variables generated by the transition

probability π̂(ǫ)−γW1×W1

1−γ , where (X0, Y0) ∼ P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dx0) × P̂

(ǫ)
1 (dy0). Then E[Xk(1)] = 0. Moreover,

there is a c1 > 0 such that
P[ sup
s∈[0,1]

|Xk(s)| > t] . e−c1t
2
. (A.12)

Additionally, if θ ∼ Geo(γ) is independent from (Xk)k∈N, then for some c2 > 0:

P

[ θ
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Xk(s)| > t

]

. e−c2t. (A.13)

Therefore,
∑θ

k=1 sups∈[0,1] |Xk(s)| has exponential tails, uniformly in ǫ. Finally

P[sup
s≤θ

|B(s)| > t] . e−c3t, (A.14)

for some c3 > 0, where B ∈ C([0,∞)) is the path built from (Xk, Yk)k∈N0 .

Remark A.2. Observe that the marginal law of (Xk)k∈N0 is the same as the law of (Zk)N0 , where

this sequence is generated by π̂(ǫ)−γW1

1−γ with Z0 ∼ P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dz0).
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Proof. The proof of E[Xk(1)] = 0 is the same as in [GRZ18] (look at the proof of Lemma A.2).
Inequality (A.12) is a straightforward application of Lemma 3.1 with F (x) = sups∈[0,1] |x(s)|

and the corresponding bound
P[ sup
s∈[0,1]

|B(s)| > t] . e−c1t
2
,

where B is a Brownian motion.
For (A.13), we condition on θ and apply Lemma 3.1 to F (x) =

∑N
k=1 sups∈[0,1] |xi(s)|. If

B1, ..., BN are independent Brownian motions then

P

[ θ
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Xk(s)| > t

]

.

∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1
P

[ N
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Bk(s)| > t

]

.

We have that

P

[ N
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Bk(s)| > t

]

≤ e−ctE

[

exp

(

c

N
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Bk(s)|
)]

.

Therefore,

P

[ N
∑

k=1

sup
s∈[0,1]

|Xk(s)| > t

]

.

∞
∑

N=1

γ(1 − γ)N−1e−ctCN ,

for C = E[exp(c sups∈[0,1] |B1(s)|)]. We can conclude by taking c small enough.
Finally, (A.14) is proved similarly.

B Kallianpur-Robbins Estimates

Let (X0, Y0) ∼W1 ×W1 and Sn = ωX0(Tn) − ωY0(Tn). Recall that, from Proposition A.2,

F (ǫ)
n (x) =

γ

4πk
e−γ|x|

2/4k + Rǫ,k · 1/k, (B.1)

for all x ∈ R, where Rǫ,k → 0 as k → ∞, ǫ → 0. These precise asymptotics for the density F
(ǫ)
n

allow us to prove results on the occupation times of Sn.
We will make use of the following elementary estimates. Here, M(ǫ) is such that logM(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 →

0 as ǫ → 0. We have

1

(log ǫ−1)p

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

1

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
→ 1, (B.2)

as ǫ→ 0 and for j = 1, ..., p

1

(log ǫ−1)p

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

Rǫ,kj−kj−1
(1 + Rǫ,kj)

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
= o(1), (B.3)

as ǫ→ 0, where Rǫ,k is as in (B.1). Similarly, for j = 1, ..., p

1

(log ǫ−1)p

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

(kj − kj−1)
−1

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
= o(1), (B.4)

as ǫ→ 0.
The proof of Proposition B.1 is similar to the proofs of the results in [KR54].
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Proposition B.1. Let M(ǫ) be such that logM(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0 as ǫ → 0. Also let (Hǫ)ǫ>0 ⊆
L1(R2p) be a family of positive and bounded functions, such that for all ǫ, ||Hǫ||1 = A, for some
constant A and such that

lim
M→∞

sup
ǫ>0

∫

|x|≥M
Hǫ(x)dx → 0. (B.5)

For Sn = ωX0(Tn) − ωY0(Tn),

(

4π

γ log ǫ−1

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

E[Hǫ(Sk1 , ..., Skp)] → A, (B.6)

as ǫ→ 0.

Proof. To prove (B.6) we write the expectation inside the sum explicitly. We have

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

E[Hǫ(Sk1 , ..., Skp)] =

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

R2p

Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)F
(ǫ)
k1

(x1)F
(ǫ)
k2−k1(x2 − x1)...F

(ǫ)
kp−kp−1

(xp − xp−1)dx1...dxp.

(B.7)

We successively replace F
(ǫ)
ki−ki−1

, i = 1, ..., p, by its asymptotic expansion (B.1). Adopting the

notation in [KR54], (B.7) is equal to

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

R2p Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)e
−Qk1,...,kp

(x1,...,xp)dx1...dxp

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
+ Eǫ, (B.8)

where

Qk1,...,kp(x1, ..., xp) := γ

p
∑

i=1

|xi − xi−1|2
4(ki − ki−1)

, (B.9)

with x0 = 0, k0 = 0. The error term Eǫ is equal to

p
∑

j=1

(

γ

4π

)j
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

Rǫ,kj−kj−1

∫

R2p

Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)
e
−Qk1,...,kj

(x1,...,xj)

∏j
i=1(ki − ki−1)

( p
∏

i>j

F
(ǫ)
ki−ki−1

(xi − xi−1)

)

dx.

(B.10)

We need to estimate both of the terms in (B.8). First, we deal with the error term (B.10). Observe

that (B.1) implies that F
(ǫ)
n (x) ≤ (1 + Rǫ,n)/n. Using this bound, we see that the error term is

≤
p

∑

j=1

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

R2p

Rǫ,kj−kj−1
(1 + Rǫ,kj)

Hǫ(x1, x2..., xp)

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
dx1...dxp.
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Since for all ǫ, ||Hǫ||1 = A, this sum is equal to

A

p
∑

j=1

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

Rǫ,kj−kj−1
(1 + Rǫ,kj)

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
.

From (B.3), this term is o((log ǫ−1)p) as ǫ→ 0. Therefore, Eǫ = o((log ǫ−1)p).
Now, we focus on the first term in (B.8):

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

R2p Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)e
−Qk1,...,kp

(x1,...,xp)dx1...dxp

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
. (B.11)

We write (B.11) as

Jp,ǫ +

(

γA

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1

1

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
,

where

Jp,ǫ =

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

R2p Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)(e
−Qk1,...,kp

(x1,...,xp) − 1)dx1...dxp

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
. (B.12)

We aim to prove that (log ǫ−1)−pJp,ǫ → 0, as ǫ → 0. This will prove that (B.11) is asymptotic to

(γA4π )p as ǫ → 0, which proves (B.6).
From our assumption on (B.5), for any δ, there is a M0 large enough such that

sup
ǫ>0

∫

|x|≥M0

Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)dx ≤ δ.

Therefore,

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

|x|≥M0
Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)|e−Qk1,...,kp

(x1,...,xp) − 1|dx
k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)

(B.13)

is bounded above by

2δ

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1

1

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
.

By dividing this term by (log ǫ−1)p and sending ǫ→ 0, we see that it converges to 2δ(γ/4π)p. Since
δ is a arbitrary, (B.13) is negligible and the main contribution to (B.12) comes from

J ′′
p,ǫ :=

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

∫

|x|≤M0
Hǫ(x1, x2, ..., xp)(e

−Qk1,...,kp
(x1,...,xp) − 1)dx1...dxp

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
.
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Observe that for all |x| ≤M0 we have

|e−Qk1,...,kp
(x1,...,xp) − 1| . Qk1,...,kp(x1, ..., xp) .

p
∑

i=1

1

ki − ki−1
.

Therefore,

J ′′
p,ǫ . A

(

γ

4π

)p
∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

p
∑

i=1

1

k1(k2 − k1)...(kp − kp−1)
· 1

ki − ki−1
.

From (B.4), the sum in the right-hand side is o((log ǫ−1)p) as ǫ → 0, and therefore Jp,ǫ =
o((log ǫ−1)p). This concludes the proof of (B.6).

Remark B.1. Let (Gǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) ⊆ L1(R2p) satisfy the assumptions of Proposition B.1 and define

Gǫ(z) = EZ(ǫ)[Gǫ(z + Z(ǫ))],

where (Z(ǫ))ǫ∈(0,1) is a collection of tight random variables in R
2p. The family (Gǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) satisfies

the assumptions of Proposition B.1. To prove this we only need to prove (B.5). Since (Z(ǫ))ǫ∈(0,1)
is tight we have

sup
ǫ∈(0,1)

P[|Z(ǫ)| ≥M ] → 0, (B.14)

as M → ∞. We also have
∫

|z|≥M
Gǫ(z)dz ≤ E

[

1{|Z(ǫ)|≥M/2}

∫

|z|≥M−|Z(ǫ)|
Gǫ(z)dz

]

+E

[

1{|Z(ǫ)|≤M/2}

∫

|z|≥M−|Z(ǫ)|
Gǫ(z)dz

]

.

Therefore, since (Gǫ)ǫ>0 satisfies the assumptions of Proposition B.1 and from (B.14)

∫

|z|≥M
Gǫ(z)dz ≤ P[|Z(ǫ)| ≥M/2]

∫

R2p

Gǫ(z)dz +

∫

|z|≥M/2
Gǫ(z)dz → 0,

as M → ∞, uniformly in ǫ.

Finally, we prove the ’non-directed’ version of Proposition B.1.

Lemma B.1. Let (Gǫ)ǫ∈(0,1) be a collection of functions as in Lemma B.1. Also, let δ ∈
{+1,−1, 0}p and M(ǫ) be such that logM(ǫ)/ log ǫ−1 → 0 as ǫ→ 0. Then the mean of:

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

Gǫ(ωX0(Tk1+δ1) − ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp) − ωY0(Tkp)) (B.15)

is asymptotic to:
(

(γ/4π) log ǫ−1

)p

A,

as ǫ→ 0, where ||Gǫ||1 = A.

53



Proof. We aim to use Proposition B.1 to calculate the asymptotic of (B.15). The issue is the
appearance of δ. We try to bring the functional in (B.15) to a functional involving only the random
walk ωX0(Tk) − ωY0(Tk). We will exploit the fact that both ωX0(Tk) and ωY0(Tk), as defined in
(3.18), are sums of independent random variables. We will write the random vector appearing in
(B.15) as:

(ωX0(Tk1+δ1) − ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp) − ωY0(Tkp)) = (S
(ǫ)
k1
, ...,S

(ǫ)
kp

) + Z(ǫ), (B.16)

where the vectors (S
(ǫ)
k1
, ...,S

(ǫ)
kp

) and Z(ǫ) are independent. The distribution of the first vector

will ”look like” the distribution of (ωX0(Tk1) − ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp) − ωY0(Tkp)). Moreover, the

distribution of Z(ǫ) will be independent from k1, ..., kp. Then we average with respect to Z(ǫ) so
that (B.15) is equal to

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

E[H(S
(ǫ)
k1
, ...,S

(ǫ)
kp

)],

for an appropriate H. Then, we will be able to apply Proposition B.1 and conclude.
Let us make this more precise. From (3.18), we write for each i = 1, .., p:

ωX0(Tki+δi) − ωY0(Tki) = Ski +
∑

1≤j<i
(X

(ǫ)
kj−1 −Y

(ǫ)
kj−1 + X

(ǫ)
kj

−Y
(ǫ)
kj

) −Y
(ǫ)
ki−1 +

ki+δi−1
∑

j=ki−1

X
(ǫ)
j ,

where we make the convention that the last sum is 0 when δi = −1. From (3.18), S
(ǫ)
ki

is a
sum of independent random variables. Moreover, Ski is equal in distribution to ωX0(Tki−2i+1) −
ωY0(Tki−2i+1) and furthermore, the vector:

(Sk1 , ...,Skp)

is equal in distribution to
(

ωX0(Tk1−1) − ωY0(Tk1−1), ωX0(Tk2−3) − ωY0(Tk2−3), ..., ωX0(Tkp−2p+1) − ωY0(Tkp−2p+1)

)

and is independent of:

(X
(ǫ)
k1−1 −Y

(ǫ)
k1−1,X

(ǫ)
k1

−Y
(ǫ)
k1
, ...,X

(ǫ)
kp−1 −Y

(ǫ)
kp−1,X

(ǫ)
kp

−Y
(ǫ)
kp

),

since these random variables do not appear inside the sum of any of the Ski .

Now, define the vector Z(ǫ) ∈ R
2p, where the components Z(ǫ)(i) ∈ R

2 are given by:

Z(ǫ)(i) :=
∑

1≤j<i
(X

(ǫ)
kj−1 −Y

(ǫ)
kj−1 + X

(ǫ)
kj

−Y
(ǫ)
kj

) −Y
(ǫ)
ki−1 +

ki+δi−1
∑

j=ki−1

X
(ǫ)
j .

By construction Z(ǫ) is independent from (S
(ǫ)
k1
, ...,S

(ǫ)
kp

).

To prove that the distribution of Z(ǫ) = (Z(ǫ)(1), ...,Z(ǫ)(p)) is independent of k1, ..., kp recall

that the random variables ((X
(ǫ)
ki−1,Y

(ǫ)
ki−1), (X

(ǫ)
ki
,Y

(ǫ)
ki

))i=1,...,p are i.i.d.6. Therefore, the vector

(

(X
(ǫ)
k1−1,Y

(ǫ)
k1−1), (X

(ǫ)
k1
,Y

(ǫ)
k1

), ..., (X
(ǫ)
kp−1,Y

(ǫ)
kp−1), (X

(ǫ)
kp
,Y

(ǫ)
kp

)

)

6Here, we made use of the restriction ki > ki−1 + 1, so that kj < ki − 1 for all j < i .
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is equal in distribution to
(

(X
(ǫ)
1 ,Y

(ǫ)
1 ), (X

(ǫ)
2 ,Y

(ǫ)
2 ), ..., (X

(ǫ)
2p−1,Y

(ǫ)
2p−1), (X

(ǫ)
2p ,Y

(ǫ)
2p )

)

.

This means that the distribution of Z(ǫ) is equal to the distribution of Z(ǫ) = (Z
(ǫ)
1 , ..., Z

(ǫ)
p ) where

Z
(ǫ)
i :=

∑

1≤j<i
(X

(ǫ)
2j−1 −Y

(ǫ)
2j−1 + X

(ǫ)
2j −Y

(ǫ)
2j ) −Y

(ǫ)
2i−1 +

2i+δi−1
∑

j=2i−1

X
(ǫ)
j .

Therefore, the distribution of Z(ǫ) is independent from k1, ..., kp. These observations prove (B.16).
In particular, (B.15) is equal to

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤[M(ǫ)ǫ−1],
ki+1>ki+2

E

[

G(ǫ)

(

ωX0(Tk1−1)−ωY0(Tk1−1), ..., ωX0(Tkp−2p+1)−ωY0(Tkp−2p+1)

)]

, (B.17)

where G(ǫ) : R2p → R is given by:

G(ǫ)(z) := EZ(ǫ)

[

G(z + Z(ǫ))

]

. (B.18)

From Proposition A.1 and Remark B.1, (G(ǫ))ǫ∈(0,1) satisfies the assumptions of Proposition

B.1 with ||G(ǫ)||1 = A. We deduce that (B.17) is asymptotic to

(

(γ/4π) log ǫ−1

)p

A,

as ǫ→ 0. Since (B.15) and (B.17) are equal, we get

∑

1≤k1<...<kp≤M(ǫ)ǫ−1,
ki+1>ki+2

E[G(ωX0(Tk1+δ1)−ωY0(Tk1), ..., ωX0(Tkp+δp) −ωY0(Tkp))] ∼ A(γ/4π)p(log ǫ−1)p,

as ǫ→ 0.

C The normalization constant ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

In this appendix, we study the asymptotic behavior of ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

. This is given by the following lemma:

Lemma C.1. There is a constant C1 > 0 such that

ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

= (C1 + o(1))
t

ǫ2 log ǫ−1
+ o(1), (C.1)

as ǫ→ 0. The error terms depend only on R.

Proof. First, we assume that t/ǫ2 = Nǫ ∈ N and we set τ = 1. Repeating the construction of the
Markov chain, as in Section 3.1, while also keeping track of the normalization constants, yields

P̂
(ǫ)
Nǫ

(dω) = Ψ(ǫ)(x0)P̂
(ǫ)
1 (dx0)

Nǫ−2
∏

k=0

π̂(ǫ)(xk, dxk+1)Ψ(ǫ)(xNǫ−1)
−1(ρ(ǫ))Nǫ−1eNǫζ

(ǫ)
1 −ζ(ǫ)Nǫ
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with Ψ(ǫ) and ρ(ǫ) defined by the eigenvalue problem (3.7). Recall the normalization
∫

Ω1
Ψ(ǫ)(x)P̂(ǫ)(dx) =

1. Since P̂
(ǫ)
Nǫ

is a probability measure

E[Ψ(ǫ)(XNǫ−1)−1] = (ρ(ǫ))1−Nǫe−Nǫζ
(ǫ)
1 +ζNǫ

From the observations at the start of Section 3.2, Ψ(ǫ)(x) → 1 uniformly in x, as ǫ→ 0. Therefore,

ζNǫ = Nǫζ
(ǫ)
1 − (Nǫ − 1) log ρ(ǫ) + o(1). (C.2)

We estimate the terms ζ
(ǫ)
1 and log ρ(ǫ). For ζ

(ǫ)
1 , recall its definition in (1.11)

ζ
(ǫ)
1 = log

∫

Ω1

exp

(

β̂2

2 log ǫ−1

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu

)

W1(dB).

By a Taylor expansion, we see that as ǫ→ 0

ζ
(ǫ)
1 =

C

log ǫ−1
+ o(

1

log ǫ−1
), (C.3)

where

C = EB

[
∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u,B(s) −B(u))dsdu

]

.

Now for log ρ(ǫ), we look at the eigenvalue equation (3.7)
∫

Ω1

eI
(ǫ)(x,y)Ψ(ǫ)(y)P̂

(ǫ)
1 (dy) = ρ(ǫ)Ψ(ǫ)(x),

with I(ǫ) defined in (3.6). From the observations at the start of Section 3.2, P̂
(ǫ)
1 converges to

the Wiener measure in total variation as ǫ → 0. Moreover, I(ǫ)(x, y) → 0 as ǫ → 0, uniformly in
x, y ∈ Ω1. These two observations, combined with a Taylor expansion of the above exponential,
show that

ρ(ǫ) − 1 =
C̃

log ǫ−1
+ o(

1

log ǫ−1
),

as ǫ→ 0, where

C̃ =

∫

Ω1

∫

Ω1

I(x, y)W1(dx)W1(dy), (C.4)

with

I(x, y) :=

∫

[0,1]2
R(s− u, y(s) + x(1) − x(u))dsdu, x, y ∈ Ω1.

This proves that

log ρ(ǫ) =
C̃

log ǫ−1
+ o(

1

log ǫ−1
), (C.5)

Now, plugging (C.5) and (C.3) to (C.2) yields (C.1) with:

C1 = EB

[
∫

[0,1]2
R(s−u,B(s)−B(u))dsdu

]

+EB1EB2

[
∫

[0,1]2
R(s−u,B2(s)+B1(1)−B1(u))dsdu

]

.

When t/ǫ2 ∈ R>0 we have the same asymptotic, since

ζ
(ǫ)
t/ǫ2

= ζ
(ǫ)
[t/ǫ2]

+ o(1)

and [t/ǫ2]/(t/ǫ2) → 1 as ǫ → 0.
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